Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on Hbrary shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http : //books . google . com/| 



■^>^>*^ '^'/■^^f*: 






H^ I l-Z^^'^-^ji^/i^ y4f^ ^/^-jT ,fc^ 



Tift.* ^ ''i. i'.«4»Ki«- fji^ ^ittTiJ/int' jw-.^-* »-/- -.^ . jti^K^^ /''Vt 



Xf4^ ..^e^,'^!^ ■^"A'v^ /^£iu jc^ftw^,,**-^^,^ ^i/tft^ ^- ^^ ^tt^ 



'■X 'Srvv.^^ 

























■^ ■■*■■-■■ "'-■■"^TPT ■"' " V '4 



DIPPING 

Not tic only WiMtHi^i 

Scriptural and Primitive Manner 
o F 

BAPTIZING. 



And fuppofing it were, yet a ftnA Adherence 
to it not obligatoiy on us. 



In Christ Jesus* mithir Circumcifiat avaiUth aitf 
Tbti^f tur UncircumtiJioHt iut a nnu Q-eature. Gilat, 
vi. 15. 
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PREFACE. 




J H £ Subjeft ofibe enfuing Trtattfe it^ 
I (■» ilfilf, of fe Utile Memenl, that it 
I mir^feem nee^d to apeiogizt ffor offer' 
ing it to public Vitw. But no one 
' kuews asy Xhing of the Hijlory ofRi- 
LicioN, that bath not feen^ with 
J^onijbment^ the power of that Name to make little 
Tbing5 become %rt2Lt ; to give TrlRcs a foleiKn Jir ^ tliid 
to exalt Circumftances and Modes into Oijeifs, ml of 
Meifs grave Attention on^, but^ of their warmefi Paf- 
£ons and Zeal. 

Even under the Chriftian Difpenfation, that rational^ 
' failime and fpirituai Scheme of W'orjhip, the Minds ofifs 
Profejfors have with great violence been agitated, and 
fierce Controverfies have arefe upon the mfi frivolous 
Points — Whether the Sacramental Supper is to be eaten 
TOi'/i leavened, or with unleavened 5«(»i/' — IVbe- 
iber Eafter is to be kept predfely on the fourteenth Day 
after the firft vernal Moon: Or, not till the Saadzy 
foUowing? -^Whether the Holy Ghoft proceeded fram 
the Father and the Son : Or, from the Father b v /4e 
Son ? — Whether the Chriftian Laity keere to crofs tbevt- 
fehies with two Fingers only : Or, whether^ Uke the Cler- 
gy, they might not ufe three* ? — Furious and dire Contro- 
verts 
• TheOiarch, ihroDghthevaftEmptreof^;^, waigrady 
mat and inflamed, even to Toitures and Death itrd^ in the reign 
of Czar ^I%ttJori, by this infignificant Difpute. Vid. Prtfint 
Static/ Raffia — Vol. I. Page 138. Follairt fayi, 1 rio- . 
]^t Sedition was nifed by it iaJfirttcan. LifeofC^af-jbiXII* 
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verjiesj to the terrible Comndjion of Kingdoms and Slates ; 
and to the infinite Reproach of the Chriftian DoSrine 
and Name J have been kindled up in the Churchy upon 
fuch trifling Debates. 

Of much the fame Moment is the Fomt here dif cuffed % 
viz. whether Baptifm is to be adminifteredby Dipping the 
Body under Water \ Or, ^Sprinkling or Pouring on. 

There are fome worthy and good Perfons — (extremely 
firange to confider !) who lay Jo great ftrefs upon this tri- 
vial Circumftance in Religion, as to allow none to be 
baptized Chriftians but thofe who have been dipt — To 
heak ^chriftian Fellowftiip, and renounce Commu- 
nion as Saints, with Men of the mojljhining Piety, if 
they have not been thus baptized — And even to think 
themf elves obliged to be unwearied in raiftng Doubts and 
Anxieties in the Breafis of Such, concermng the Validity 
and Truth of their Baptifm. 

Many pious, but weak Minds have been greatly diP 
turbcd, not to fay diftrcfled, with Scruples on this Head. 
When they hear it confidently affirmed— That Baptifm 
evermore, and conftantly, incites Dipping — That no 
Perfon ever was, or can be, baptized, who has not been 
<lipt — And confequently, that themfelves areas really un- 
baptized, as Pagans or Turks — It fills them with con-- 
cem. They doubt whether they are not wanting in Obe- 
dience to an exprefs Command and In/litution ofCu r i s t . 

EffeSiualfy to remove every Scruple of this kindj to 
fhew, that there is no Occafion of putting this Yoke up- 
on the Neck of the Difciples, and to vindicate Chris- 
tianity from the unworthy Imputation of laying fo 
great a Strefs uponfo merely circumttantial tf»rf external 
a Thing, is the Defign of the enfuing Treatife, How far 
itfhdU he efFcdual to anfwer this Purpofe — is humbfy left 
go the Favour of Heaven -, and to the calm and impartial 
Judgment of thofe into whofe Hands it may happen to fall. 

T H E 










QUESTION. 

Ji Chriftian-Baptifm to be adminiftered oa- 
LY by Immcrfion, or Dipping the Body 
under Water? or, may it not also, by 
Sprinkling, or Pouring J^ater on it ? 



H £ following Trad is intend^ 
ed to prove. 

First, That Dipping the 
Body under Water, was not 
the only antient and fcriptural 
way of Baptizing. And 



Secondly, That, if it was, yet a ftri£t ad- 
herence to it, is not obligatory upon us ; but 
that this Circumjiance may, very lawfully and 
properly, be now exchanged for that of Sprink- 
Unz ox Pouring. 
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S E C T I O N I. 

T is, Ftrftj to be fhewn *-^ That jyip^ng the 
Body under Water, was not the vtAf anticnc 
and fcriptural way of Baptizing. To which pur- 
pofe, the three following Things arc prcmifed ; 
jn which all are agreed. 

' I. That Baptifm (i. e. Water- Baptifm) is but 
an emblematical^ ox figurative Thing. 

II. That the general nature or defign of this 
Emblem or Figure^ is — by the application of Wa- 
ter, to J^i^ or ktoken a Pcrfon to 'be holy or 
clean ; appropriated to, and fit for the divine 
Service. And, 

^ III. T\\2lX. Baptifm was really a ^ww^Inftitution ; 
and, by the eVcprefs command of God, praftifed 
as a religious Rite in hisfchurch ; both longbefore^ 
and at the time of Jobn*s and Christ's appear- 
ing, and beginning to baptize. 

Th is lajl Propojition is not, perhaps, fb care- 
fully attended to, as it ought. We are. wont to 
confider Baptifm^ as a purely Cbrijiian Inftitution ; 
and to trace it to no higher Otigin than Jesus 
Christ, or John the Baptift. But this is cer- 
tainly wrong. Baptifm was, unqueftionably, a 
divine Inftitution ; praftifed as a religious znd facred 
Ceremony, in the Church of God, Ages before. 
There were //^tipopoi i^at^jflnryLoi diverfe kinds ofBaptifms^ 
the Apoftle exprcfsly fays*, in which the fFor- 
Jhip of God fiood^ under the Jewifi Difpenfetion. 

Neither 

• Hcb. ix. 10. 
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Neither Jobn^ nor our Saviowr^ did properly m- 
JliMe this Ritef : but only took this antient^ 
Handing, religious InfiUution^ and applied it to 
a particular Purpofe^ in. their Miffion : namely. By 
$he application of Water ^ to hetoken to certain Per- 
fins^ that they fimdd be accepted of God, as bofy 
' and pure \ fit for his Service ^ and for a place in that 
Churchy or Kingdom of the Messiah ^ which was 
then going to befet up *. 

They niade no alteration in it's general Na» 
iure or Deftgn. Baptifm, under the New Tefta- 
ment, has the very fame general Meaning, Pur- 
pofe or Intent, with Baptifm under the Old: 
And is but an application of Water to Jignify 
or betoken 2l perfpn to be holy, or confecrated to 
the fervice of God. It is a ceremonial^ and but 
a ceremonial, Wafbing in both. 

Now, fbrafmuch as neither Christ, nor John 
the Baptift,did properly infliiutCy but only ^^r^w- 
ed or- continued this before-indicuted Cereniony ; 
and forafmuch, as it has the very fame general 
n^aning and defign under the Chriftian Schemeof 
Worfliip, as it had under the Jewijb ; it follows, 
that to look back to the Manner of it's admi- 
niftration under the Old fejlamentf will be of 
great ufe to diredi: us, as to the Manner of it's 
adminiftration under the New. 

What, then, was the Manner, in which 
Baptifm was wont to be adminiftered j that is to 

B 2 fay, 

+ It is a great Truth (fays Grotius) what the moft learned 
Broughton notes, ^hat Chrift inflituted no new Rites. Vid. 
Tratt concerning Communicating, &c. 

* Oar Lord took (fays Dr. Ligbtfoot) into^his Hands Bap- 
ti/m, fuch as he found it : adding only this, that he exa]te4 
it to a DoUer Forpofei and to a larger Ufe. Hon Htb, Matt. 
111. 6. 
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fay, in which fVater was wont to be applied^ by 
GoD*s exprds Command, to Perfons or Things^ 
to betoken them hofyy and confe crated to bis Service ; 
at that Time J and in that Churchy in which both 
John and Jesus Christ were born, and brought 
up? Was it ONLY by Dipping wholly under 
AVater ? Or, was it not a lso by Sprinklings or 
Pouring it on? I reply — Undoubtedly' by ^^/i&. 

That it was fometimes by D//)p/»f, there is 
no difpute. And that it was alfo,.fometimes, by 
Sprinklings^ or Pouring on, the Cafe is equally 
clear. Amongft a multitude, I fhall mention 
but the following Texts. 

Levit. xiv. When a Leper ^ who had been 
put out from the Camp of Ifrael (the then En- 
clofure, or Church of God) as htm^ unclean or 
unholy^ was again to be taken in, and received 
to the Communion of Saints^ (i. e. of the Ifraelites^ 
the holy People) and to a free accefs to God ; 
by what Ceremony was it done ? Sprinkling 
Water on bim^ was one of the principal Rites by 
which he was thus received. Verfe 7. And He^ 
the Prieft, Jhall Sprinkle upon him, that is to be 
cleanfed from the Leprofy^ and Jhall pronounce him 
clean. By the fame Rite alfo, of Sprinkling, 
the infeSied Houfe was to be purified^ i. c. declared 
holy or clean.^ Verfesfi, 52. 

Note, It ought carefully to be remembered, 
that the Law is exprefsly faid to be a Shadow or 
Exemplar oi the Christian Difpenfation ; and 
the then Scheme of Worftiip, was intended to 
be a facred Figure or Type of the prefent *. 

Numb. viii. When the Levites were to be 
feparated from the reft of the Tribes, and coh- 
fecratcd a holy Priejihood to God fa Figure of 

Chrijlians^ 

• Hcb. viii. 5. ix. 9. x. i. Vid. Peine m Loc. 
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CbriftianSj who, at their Baptifm, are feparatcd 
from the reft of the World, and are confecratcd 
a holy Priejlboodj to offer up fpiritual Sacrifices -f*.) 
How was it done ? Verfes 6, 7. Take the Levites, 
from among the Children of Ifrael, and cleanfe them : 
And thus Jhalt thou do unto them^ to cleanfe them^ 
Sprinkle Water of purifying upon them. 

Numb. xix. 11. If a Man had touched a 
dead Body^ and was thereby become unclean^ unfit 
to approach God, and to ftand before him in 
his Sanftuary 5 by what Rite was he to be declar- 
ed clean^ and readmitted to the divine Prefence ? 
^e Water of fcparation was to be S p r i n k l e d /jp- 
on him^ and upon his Tenty and upon bis Vejfels. 

Finally, When iht Ifraelites were called 
out from among the idolatrous Egyptians j and 
were fanftified and fet apart as a hofy People or 
Church to God •, they were all baptized^ the 
Apoftle fays *, by the Cloudy and by the Sea^ %v tji 
ve^sXw,' )^ €VT« 9otAao-<x« ; i. e. by the Cloud pouring 
down Water on them, and by the Sea Sprinkling 
them with it*s Surges, as they pafled through. 
And when they were, in the nioft folemn man- 
ner, entered into covenant with Jehovah at 
5/»^/, and formed into a Church \ by what 7oken 
or Rite did Mofes, the Mediator, initiate or ad- 
mit them ? When Mofes had fpoken every precept 
to all the People^ according to the Law \ and they 
had publickly confented and promifcd to obey 5 
He took the Blood of facrificed Beafts, and Water ^ 
and Sprinkled both the Book and all the People J, 

Hence, then, it is indifputablc ; that Sp rink- 
ling, or Pouring on Water ^ was one of Uie 

principal 

f I Pet. ii; J, 

* 1 Cor.iL 2» Sec more concerning this Text, p.. ii. 

J Heb, ix. 19. 
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principal Ways in. which it was applied, by God's 
exprefs Comj^^ind, to betoken Perfons to be holy : 
Or, that it v>f^ a religious Ceremony^ by which 
Men were taken from a State of Dijlancey into a 
State of Neamefs or accefs to Almighty God, in 
the very Church,wherein John and Jesus Ch rist 
were brought up, and from which they bor- 
rowed this religious Rite ofc Baptizing — For it 
is carefully to be obferved that this is but a bor- 
rowed Rite. 

But, perhaps, it will be replied — '* That 
•• none of the Inftances, now mentioned, of afh> 
•• pfying fVater for Purification, were really Bap- 

tizing ; for the true and the only Import of that 

word is Plunging or Dipping**^-\i this, indeed, 
can be proved, all that has been alleged muft be 
owned of little Weight. But if the contrary be. 
clearly (hewn ; if it can be evidently demon- 
flrated that the Word Ba^li^w, to baptize^ is fre- 
quently (and even generally) ufed in Scripture, 
where ihe 2i6i of Pouring or Sprinklings not Dip- 
pings is intended ; and that the above-mention*d 
applications of Water, under the Jewijh Law^ 
arecxprefsly called Baptisms, — the Point will 
be then fully cleared ; and, there remains no far- 
ther room for doubt, as to this matter. But both 
thele, I apprehend, are very evideatly to be 
ihewn — To begin with the latter. 

I. The above-mentioned applications of Water, 
tinder the Jewi/hLaWj are, in Scripture, account- 
ed and aSually called Baptifms. For, Heb. ix. lo. 
it is faid the Jewijb Difpenfation^^^ in meatSy and 
drinks J and Dive rse Baptisms, J'tAtpti^oii Boc7rlic[' 
fjLOif. All, who underftand the Original^ know, 
that the words do and muft mean diverfe sorts of 
Baptifms^ or Baptifms of different Species or kinds. 

It 
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It is not faid nfohXoa manj^ nor to/xiam^ various^ 
but J'iot^ofoii diverfey or differing Sorts. The only 
place, in the new Teftamcnt, wh e the word 
(/io^^) is ufed, be(ides this, ' Rom. xii. 6. 
Where, by ha^tpQ^a, xaf/^fca?a differing^ or diverfe 
Gifts ^ is indifputably meant feveral differing k i nds 
cf Gifts 5 as the words following demonftrate, v'vl. 
Propbecyy Teachings Rulings &c. The Word 
hoerjrIitriMi Boptifm^ in the one Place, like the 
Word xafiar^ala Gifts^ in the Other, isufed as a^ 
Genusy or general Term, under which are com- 
prehended fe?era] Species or Kinds ; and, when 
here joined with S'toupo^ diverfe^ muft necefiarily 
iignify (everal different Manners^ or Modes^ of ap* 
plying Water, for ceremonial Purification, un- 
der the Jewi/h Law. Some of thcfe were by 
Difpingj fome by Sprinkling or Pairing. Should^ 
then, a Perfon now fay— -That there is wo Bap- 
tifm hut by Dippings — he would moft plainly and 
undeniably contradift the jipojlk \ For he would 
hereby affirm, that there is but on e kind of Bap- 
tifm ; whereas the Jpoftk declares there are more 
kinds than one *. 

As, in the forecited^aflage, Rom. xii. 6. by 
callmg tht feveral Powers in th^Oriftian Church, 
viz. Prophecy y Rulings Teachingy hn^o^x^i^l^^ 
differing Gifts j the Apoftle does, undoubtedly, 

pronounce 

* Concerning the Senfe of the Word S^iOj^QP^ it'oerfe^ 
fee alfo Wifdom vii. i o. J^ix^cti ^rt^ Diveraties, or di* 
nttrfe Sortt, of Plants. Datu vii. i^. Bn^tov J'lci^of T»f» 
«T«v Onifiov a Beaft of a iurW or Specter different from all 
other £eails. So the Word J^ia^of^Tt^Q* is twice afcH, in this 
famefipiftle. He^. i. 4. and viii. 6. in both which Places, it 
figniiies of a very different kind. A Name, of a yery diffe* 
rtni lUnd: and a Minifirj^ of a very different kind irom 
their^. 
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pronounce each to be a Gift ; fo, by calling the 
fever al fVays of Jewifh Purification, viz. Sprinklings 
Pottrings Dippings J^socpcpoi h»if\i(ryLoi differing Bap- 
iifmsy he does, as certainly and undoubtedly, pro- 
nounce each to be a Baptifm, Yea, that the 
Apoftle has, in this Place,a. more particular regard 
to the 7^a;/^ Sprinklings, than Dippings, 
feems highly probable (to fay the leaft) from his 
cxprcls mention of the Sprinklings, Verfe 
13. as fome of tht principal of thofe legal 
Purifications, or differing BaptifmSs concerning 
which he had fpoken. Verfe 10. For if the Blood 
of Bulls and of Goafs, and the ajhes of a Heifer ^ 
(with which the Water of Purification was made) 
Sprinkling //&tf unclean ^ fantiifieth to the Purify- 
ing of the Flefh •, How much more, &c. 

If any fhall imagin that the Baptizing of Cups, 
Pots^ Tables, human Bodies, &c. is meant by thefe 
diverfe Baptifms : The-Reply is obvious. Thefe, 
if they muft be all Dipt, in order to their being 
baptized, can with no Truth or Propriety be cal- 
led diverfe or differing kinds of Baptiuns ; for they 
are then but one and the fame Baptifm of differ- 
ring Things. 

Here, then, is full Proof that the Scripture 
ufes the word B:i7rli(r(Mf, Baptifm, in fo general 
and large a Senfe, as evidently to comprehend 
Sprinkling, if not chiefly to intend it. Sprinkling 
then, in the Judgment of an infpired writer^ is 
. an authentic and divinely m^i^wit^ manner of 
Baptizing. I proceed, 

2. To (hew, that the word Bsfrli^a, to baptize, 
is frequently ufed, in Scripture, where the aft of 
Pouring or Sprinkling, not Dipping, is intended: And, 
chat a Perfon is laid to be baptized^ wheji not his 

whole 
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whole Body was plunged undir Water^ but when 
Water was applied only to a Part. 

Luke »• 3$. ThtPbarifeej who invited our 
I^rd to dine with him, marvelled that be bad 
wtfirftbeen baptized before Dinner^ otm ^f^o> 
§C»jrlt^, Did he expe£l that our . Lord Ihould 
have pbmged bis wboie Bodf under Water before 
Dinner ? Undoubtedly not. But what: bis expec- 
taions were, may be learnt from thofe of his BrO'- 
iber-PbarifeeSj in the very fame Cafe, as to the Difci- 
ples ; Tbey found Fault with ibemfor eating witb de- 
fiedy tbatistofay^ witb unwashen Hands *• 
f So Grotius explains it — ^ATfli^n baptized ; that 
is, fays he, ^4^0 r»i x^^^» bad not firfl wafbed 
bis Hands. And " Dr. Pocock obferves, and 
quotes Beza as faying, that ^7fl^t&<xh to be 
b^tized(Jjike xi. 38,) means the fame 2!&^%&m 
and x^e'^^*?^ ^0 wafb^ and to wafi> tbe Hands. 
And fince that wajhing the Hands might be 
done, either by putting them into the Wa- 
ter, or by pouring Water on them ; here is 
« a Word ufed, iCa^ld^, which comprehends 
*' both the one and the other of thefe Ways J". 
Mark vii. 3, 4. 7J# Pbarifees^ and all tbe Jews^ 
when tbey come from tbe Market^ lav //« CarV^u^ou ex-' 
eept tbey i?r^ b a p t ize d, eat not. Did they think 
themfelves obliged, on every fuch Occafion, to 
be Di p T wbolly under Water ? Abfurd to ima. 
gine ! For it is faid, not only thic / Pbarifees^ but 

C ali^ 

• 

• Marivn. a. \ , 

t Note, jfaron and bis Sons, even when they went !nt0 jth^ 
^ahirnacUf and officiated in the-moit folemQ mannery to offer 
up ^e B^t'offeriftg ttpon the altstronto Gob ;* are'direeted^ 
{Ejfodus iaOi. 1 8-^2 l.)io 0)afib tbiir Ba$iii aiut ifiiir fat H 
ihe La^erl Verfe 19 — (not to bathe the whole Boiy) And 
again^ Verfe zi. So frail tbey 'wafr tbiir Handt mud tbtir 
ftitf tbat tbey die not, . . ,,, ... 

X Dr, Wairs Defence^ Gfc. page. mi; . *^*' ' 
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ALL the Jews — If the Pbarifak Severity might, 
polfibly^ fubjeft thofe very predfi Perfons to fuch 
a total ImmerfioHy at all Times, even in the depth 
of Winter, whenever they came from Market ; it 
can never be imagined, that all the Jews did 
the fame. 2)r. Pocock proves, from Maimomdes 
and the whole Body of the Rabhinsj that the 
Jews had no fuch cuftom p. Some, indeed, to 
weaken this Teftimony of the Rabbins^ have al- 
leged the many whimfical and filly notions with 
which their Writings abound : but this is, cer- 
tainly, it lelf extremely weak. The enquiry is 
about a national cuftomy a common, familiar, well 
known Fall. Were their Heads fo ftrangely 
turned that they could not tranfmit to us a cre- 
dible Account what their nationalUfage was as to 
wa/hing the Hands ? Should a Papift^ or Mahometan 
be called into a Court of Judicature to give Tef- 
timony to any public, indifferent Fa5i% would 
not any Perfon draw upon himfeif the fmiles of 
the Court, who (hould attempt to fet afidc their 
Evidence^ by alleging ihtiT abfurd notions and 
fpeculations in Reltgion ? 

Others aware of the Force of this Text, en- 
deavour to evade it by a different Rendering, viz. 
jind what they buy in the Market^ unlefs it hewajhedj 
dipt, they tat not.f But this "will, by no means, 
help off the difficulty. They might, incjeed, 
thus baptize^ or dip, the Flejif and Herbs they 
brought from the Market; but did they alfo 
4ip their Corpy Honey^ Mealy Salty Oy/, 'Milk^ 

Others otge£i:,^«- That, not to fuppoTe the 
Evangelift here to mean a total Immer/kny hj 

* ■ ' • ^ . . • <4Kir- 

H Vid. ir»U. Ibid. 

f Dr. <;«/// Reflexkmt, (^f. p^ 167; 



aftd priinitive manner of Bi^izing. 1 1 

CiuHJ^mim, is to make him goilty of an infipid 
Tautology. For alter, having laid, Verfe 3. The 
Pbmjksy and all the Jews^ accepi tbq wajb their 
Sands oft^ tat not. He would not immediately 
have added, Verfe 4. jhd when tiny camefr cm tie 
Marh^t^ $xcefi tbtf wiffb tbcf m iv/— bad not this 
latter wafiiing been ibmetbing different from the 
fonnen But, why not ? Is it not quite proper 
to lay — ne Pbarifits and ail the Jews^ except thy 
VH^ their Hands rft (wy^m leduld, crebro, Isepif* 
lime, fo the SyriaCp O^irnb. Vn^. Erajin. Arab. 
L e. frequemlf andcarefulfy) eat not. And (pardcu- 
larly, one occafiooi in which they are wont thus 
carifidif to walb, is) when they come from the Mar^ 
keti for then* enc^ tbeywq/btiey eat not. 

Iv the fiime Mart vii. 4, we read of the 
W(e^ung {Gr. fiitorltrMvr the Baptisms) 0/ Cups^ 
and Pcts^ and KAiv#« of Beds 4 Did they waflit 
their Couches and Beds by putting them wbolif wh 
der Water? No \ this Word is^ifltaiui^^ Baptifms^ 
lays Dr. Ligbtfoot % does not alw9(ys fignify J)tp^ 
pu^g or putting under Water ^ but ibmetime^ 
w^ng only, pr oven Sfiinkifyv^ . 

I CoR. X. I, 2. The Apofttefays — ^/^ly^, 
FaAers were under tbeCiond^ andaB faffed through the 
Sea^ and were 4/^ baptized i»/p MolieSi s^^^li* 
cdoilo fy m ve^iAif T^fsin Bn}iasen ly the Cloud and Ig^ 
the Sea. But hou^ were they baptized in^ or p y« 
tie Ckudj and by the Sea ? By being immerfed 
intOj or totally overwhelmed with theni ? Moft 
certainly, not. The Egyptians were thus baptized : 
The Ifradites were not. For it is laid; Exod. xiv: 
2I9 a2. The lard caufed the Se^ to go back^ by a 
firong Eii/i fFind^ all that Nighty and made the Sea 

C 2 ...; VKT 
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^. Vid. Poll. Syn. in Loc. 
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DRY Land) and the Waters were divided; 
And the chiWen-hf Ifrael ufent into the mdft of the 
Sea^ upon tbi dry Ground; and the Waters moere 
a Wall unl&tbem on their ri^t Hand^ and on their 
hft. Note, though they might poflTibly be faid to 
be eovered or overwhelmed^ by the Chud \ yet fo 
were they not, fior could chiy be$ by the Sba, 
The Sea^ V( ^ Undeniable, never overwhelmed^ or 
covered^ them ^t\ all: Yet behold! they arc ex- 
prcfsjy faid to be baptized in^ orby^ the St Ay as 
well as by tHeGoud: Their being baptized; then ^' 
by the <S^^7^ tDufl: (ignify fomething el/e befides 
bring immerfed intOj or covered or overwhibjud 
with it. fVbaly then, *<loes4t. mean ? Or How 
were they baptized iy it ?— As God ient a ftrong 
Eafi'Wind to driVe back and divide the Waters ; 
the fame Inftrument wa>5, tid donbt, employed^ 
to continue them in this; State. ^ Now by the 
mighty Agitation, into * vht^h ^the- Waters ' were* 
caft, by this violent Rtpn0in v ' and the ftrtmg 
Wind at the Tame- Time fufiwfly btowing*^* it is 
eafy to conceive the pqffing IJraelites tnuA be 
Sprinkled with the Spray of 'thi! toffing Waves, 
and /i&«j were baptited by it. • - * 

Here, then, is another rnconteftable inftahce 
of a Scripture- Baptifin without Immerfion. The 
J^aelites are exprefsly faid to be baptized in, or by, 
the Seaj as well as by the Cloud ^ yet no one will 
prefume to fay they were inmed^Qt overwhelmed in 
It. 

In further G>nfirmation of this Senfe of the 
Word, Ccvjfl^» to baptize^ I beg leave to aflc — 
What is the tt^X Nature or Dejign of Chriftian 
Baptifm ? It is unqueftionably but an embkmatica/^ 
or figurative Thing. But what is the Water y in 
this religious Rite, defigncd to figure or reprefent ? 

Undoubt- 
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Undoubtedly the Holy-Ghost ♦. This is fre- 
quently, in Scripture, fpioken of and promifed, 
under the Emblem of Heater f : And is rcpre- 
iented as the great Inftrument of fmfyingy re^ 
Jreftmig and ftre^tbenitig the Soul, as fFaier is of 
the Body. Accordingly, John kys, I indeed 
iaptize you with Water ; but £fe, Chrift, ftM 
haptiTseyou with the Holy-Ghost — Except a Per^ 
Jin is bom of yt AT ZK^ and of the Spirit — Re- 
pentj and be baptizei}, every one of you^ and ye 
fhall receive the gift of the Holy-Ghost — Can 
any forbid WxTEk, that tbefefbouldnot be baptized^ 
wioiave received the Holy 'Ghost i-^TheVI ash^ 
iKG' of Regeneration and the renewing of the Holy- 
Ghost —It is, therefore, carenilj^ to be ob- 
ferved, that the- Water, which in Cbrijiian 
Baptifm is applied to the Body, being intended 
as zn Emblem of the Holy-Spirit, which is 
promifed to the Soul, ' to fanSify and ckanfe it % 
It will throw great Light on the prefent Subjeft* 
CO take notice hn what Manner this Spirit 
is repreiented, in Scripture, as coH^kumcated or 
given to us. Are we, generally, repreiented as 
immerfed intOj or overufbelmed with the Spirit: 
Or elfe, as having it- poured down upon us ? 
Undoubtedly by the latter. 

By one Spirit we are all baptized into one 
Bo^ — ^And, He Jball 2 ATTizE you with the Holy- 
Ghost and with Ftre. How was this done ? The 
Scripture itfelf informs us — viz. By the Holy- 
Ghost defcending^ and SiTTrNcoN them, in 

'the 

■ m 

• Sec Luli iii. i6. J$bn iii. 5. Affs i. 5. ii. 38. x. 47. 
1 Cor. xii. 13. 2?/. iii. 5. 

t I/ai. xliv. 3. £xM.xzzvi. 25, 17. Jobi$'t7. 10, 14, 
John vii, 38, 39. 
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the form of clovfn T^guis of Fire *• Note, Thejr 
^ere not overwbelmeal or covired^ iivith the FirCp 
when they were bafftixii with it i but it only fell 
vpott^ and refieden them. And fee how St. Pet^ 
remarks upon ibis Faff^ namely, their being 
h^Hzed with the Holy-Ghost, and it^sr^ingon 
them in the form of Ere! Verfes i6, 17, i8. 
SUs is tba$^ vJneb was fpokm hy the Prophet Joel, 
md itfiuiU come io pafs in the l^f Dof^^ faith God, 
IwiU pour ovre of my Spirit upok all Fkfb — 
And ON wy Sertkmtiy and on wy. Hand-maids I will 
PQUR OUT, intboje Days^ of my Spirit. Ob- 
fervc, Th is w th at which wasfpoksn — i. c. By 
this FaS^ of our. Baptifm with the Sfnrir, is that 

.Prophecy^ I will fonr out^ fulfiilefi . So Ms 

^44> 45. And xi. 15, i6. When Peter ^ and 
tfcte Jews which* were with hindi, faw the Holy- 
Ghost CTdrfd-fy. ^ &e»fX^74f tTf Td^iSvJI* FALL ON, 

s^d pou^t.D OUT UPON the GeHtiks\ tbenre-^ 
membered /, fays^ he, the word ofjbi^ iMrd^ how that 
befaidy Johpr fffdeed "^ K^TVai>. with Water \ bul 
ye Jhall be rartized with /i&^ Holy-Ghost. 
^Hence, tben, it is moft evid^nt,^ ^at this Fou r- . 
i:NG out of the Spirit^ which Peter {sLVi^ was 
sbat Bapt ISM with the Sp t r it of which Chr ist 
fpake ; and of which B(^ifm with Water was an 
intended Emilm or Sign. 

See alfo, bow the Apoftle Paul^ fit. iii. 5, 6. 
joins the Sifft^ and the fbingjigfiifiddi and iliu^ 
ftrates the^;i^, by the other. The w^ng of Re- 
generation (i. e. the baptifmal Water, the. Sign).. 
and the renewing of the HolyGhofi^ (the *Thing fig- 
Hifed by it, not, with which we are overwhelmed^ 
Dor into which wt z^ve- dipt y but) whieb be bath 
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SHEDtC^Xw^voiritBD OUT VPON US dbundonthf — 

So thefl, tbe Marnier in which we aH^ by one Sp i- 

RiT, are baptize^ into one Bodjf, is by having 

th^t Sp IK IT /bed down^ or poured out upoa 

us ; and of theimparting to us tits Sp i ri t, the 

baptifmal fTater is the appointed Emblem^ Repre- 

fentasiau or Sign. Let it hence, then, be now 

fairly and impartially judged — In to&i/ manner 

tUs Water is mod /^nificantfy af^licd — If Bajv 

tiim, by Immiffion^ be allowed to be more figni- 

licative of a Deafb mio Sin^ as is ufually urged 

from Colofs.n. 12 ; Sprinkling or Pouring on, furely^ 

is much mote fignificative of tbe promife of the 

Holy-Spirit, and of it's cleanfing, fupport- 

ing, and quickening Influences; which is the 

principal Thing intended to be reprefenud^ and 

Jbemdfortb^ in this Ceremony. 

I beg leave farther to ohferve-^Inthe Cbriftian 
Scheme, every true I^fciple is reprefented as be- 
ing confecrated a iSsr^, and a rrieft \ a royal 
priefiboodto God *, when admitted into the Chri- 
ftian Church. Now the divinely-appointed Riee 
of Confecradon to tbefe Offices^ was UnBiony or* 
Pouring on them the facred Oyl. But the 
Baptism ofChriftians, \% ^tv[ Inau^alion in- 
to thcfe Offices ; and the Holy*Ghost, repre- 
' fented by the baptifmal Water, is exprelsly called 
the IJnSim or Anointing t, by which we are con- 
fecrated to them^ Now Bapti&n by Affufion^ ia 
a fignificant and lively Emblem of this UnffioM 
or Confecratum % whereas, in the mode of hnmer^ 
fm^ this part of the allufion is entirely loft 

Aq A t N. Was not the baptifmal Water defign« 
ed to'figmfy and reprefent, thu fttrging from an 

* I Pet, ii. 9. Riv. V. 10; 

f I John ii. 20, 37, 



1 6 Dippings not the only fcriptural 

tml Omfcience \ th^it cUof^f^ or PurifkatioHi which 
we obtain by tbe Blood of Chvlist i But, are 
wc ever fpoken of in Scripture as overwhelmed 
wtby or dipt into, that Blood of the Son of God ? 
Is it not, on the contrary, always reprefented as 
Jprinkled upon us ? 

Final l Y,The Circumftances or State of thofe 
in the Ark*, is faid to be a Ftgure, or Refemblance, 
of Cbriftian Baptifm ; but they were not Spt into 
the Water and taken up again ; asit is contended 
baptized Perfons ought to be ; but only had Wa- 
ter poured down upon them. 

From thefe Obfervations on the Senfc of the 
Word, B(jwr7/(« to baptize, in the Tfew Teftamenti 
We proceed to it's tFfe in the greek Verfum of the 
old, and in the Apocrypha. And here it is found 
but in thQ four following places. 

EccLus. xxxiv. 26. The Perfon y^howaspu^ 
^ rified after the touch of a dead Body, is called 
CaT7»^«/u«i^, one baptized. Now the Ceremony of 
his Purification confifted chiefy, if not entirely, in 
Spr INKLING Water upon him. See Numb. x\x. 
1 8. And a clean Perfon fhall take Hyfjop and dip it 
intheWater, /jw^Sprinkle it upontbeTent, and 
upon him that touched a Bone, &c. And this Wa- 
ter which was to be Jprinkled, is .emphatically 
and exprcfely called the ff^ater of Separation, and 
ia Purification for Sin, Verfc 9. There is mention . 
indeed Vcrfe 19. of wafhingbis Cloaths and bathing 
himfelf in IVnter. But this may, pofllbly, be Un- 
derftood not of the Jprinkled, but of /A^ Spr in k- 
LiR ; who, it is plain from Vcrfe 21. contrafted 
a defilement from his JprinkUngf and even touching 
the w;ater of Separation ; But as for the Perfon 
JprMled, from Verfe 12. it fccms to follow that 

the 

• 1 Pet.'nu 21. 
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the mere SpriMing the Water on him, the third 
and the fevensb D^LjSy was all requifite to his cleanf^ 
ing. But fuppofing that he was alfo obliged to 
bathe J}is Fleft) 5 it is mod evident that this Bathing 
was not that Application of Water in which theC^- 
remofTf of hisCleanfmg chiefly cofj/lJUd^ nor on which 
his Purification is made to depend^ but /^^^Spr ink- 
ling // upon him. This fully appears from Ferfes 
13, 20.. where the Pcrfon, who had »f^2r^d this 
ceremonial Purification , is threatened to be cut of. 
For what ? For not having iathed his Body f No* 
thing like it. No, but in each diftinA threaten* 
ing, his Guilt is exprefsly made to confift, in his 
NOT having the water of Purification Sprinkled 
upon him. And the ^4^^* it is obfervable, fpeak- 
ing of this very fame Purificatum^ makes the effica* 
cy of the Ceremony to confift entirely in the 
Sprinkljnq; without the leaft mention oitbe 
Bathing. For if the Blood of Bulls and of Goats ^ and 
the Afies of a Heifer y (with which this IVater of 
Purification was made) Sprinkling the unclean^ 
fan£tifieth to the purifying of the FUJb^ how much 
more^ &c *. But the Peribn thuspt^ified is here 

called Betsrli^ofASV^ ONE BAPTIZED. 

In Judith xii. 7. It is faid — She went out^ in the 
Nighty into the VaU^ of Bethulia andwafbed ti^ ^Cttr- 
It^mand WAS BAPTIZED, in a Fountain of Water, 
by the Camp. Did fhe dip her whole Body in this 
Fountain of Water ? Yes, fome earneftly con* 
tend. But utterly without Reafon, and againft 
all Probability. For as there appears to have 
been but t\m fingle Fountain in the valley of Bethu^ 
lia ; at, clofe by, or around which (tri rm nntyns 
Verfe 3.) an Army of above two hundred thoufand 
Soldiers lay incamped, it is the height of abfurdi- 

D ty 

* Hit, IX, 13, " ' 
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ty to imagine that Juditby in the Night, could 
with any Q)nvcnience or Modcfty unclothe her 
fcif and plunge her whole Body therein : Or, if 
Ihe could ; that the Soldiers would have fuSered 
it ; in a G)untry, where Water was both fo n)uch 
needed and fo fcarce ; and fo prodigious an Ar- 
my, with it's infinite Multitude of Attendants and 
Cattle, were to be continually ' fupplied from it. 
When therefore it is faid, flic tCwAi^w^ iw m ^a- 
fiy£ohj/i tTi m( 'jmynii t« vJ^a}^ * w(!S baptized in the 
Camp^ at the Fountain ofWater^ (this is the exadt 
rendering) it may be left to kny one to judge — 
yrhcther, fix: was totdltf immerfea, or had the Wa- 
ter applied only to a Part of ber Bodjf. This, then, 
muft be accounted another very clear and incon^ 
Uftahk Inftance^ where a Pei-fon is faid to be bap^ 
Jized^ without being overwhelmed. 

Isaiah xxi/4. It is biid^ n AvofAix ijh Cx^li^et 
Iniquity baptizes me. This F^afTage is cbnfelledly an 
Error of the/even^. But it fecms to allude to a 
.Form of fpcaking exceeding common in theScrip- 
tures, where God is reprefented as Pouring out 
his Fury of Wrath, upon Trahfgreflbrs. So Jet. 
xiv. 16. / will POUR their Tt^tckednefs upon tbem. 
and Rev. xvi. 2. The Vengeance Hea.ven 
executes upon Kingdoms and Nations is repre- 
fen ted as p ou r e d ou t from a Vial, or Cup. Now, 
the penal effcfts pf Sin being thus ufually repre- 
fented as poured out upon Men *, it is a beautiful and 
eafy Figure to fpeak of Iniquity as pouring 
tbem out. 

The only remaining Paflageis, 2 Kings v. 14. 

^n went be^ (Naaman) down and dipt bimfelf 

iCotvliffaTo waihed or baptized himklS) feven times^ 

'■',.; ^ " in 

* Note^ It Is not eif irnyyit which might be rendered in 
tim Fountain i but pin rm Tmytif «/ fbg Fountain, 
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iu Jordan, acccrding to tbe facing of the man of God. 
This 18 the only Place, in the whole BiMiy where 
C0nfl^{t^ is rendered to dip ; nor is it all neceffarj 
that it bey^ rendered here. Naaman^ it is plain, 
expeded that the Prophet (hould have come and 
^roke bis Hand over the Place, and recovO' 
red the Leper See Perfe 11. Inftead of this., 
he bids him — Go^ ^nd voafh in Jordan Seven 
Ti M Es, Ferfe 10. then went be down fi. c. ci- 
ther from bis Chariot, or from Samaria to the 
River Jordan) and tCAitVffKTo wafbed feven 7imes» 
according to the Sojfing — It is now enquired — Whc- 
jtherl^e plunged bipfelf all over feven tinies ? Or, 
whether he only Jprinhkd or poured Water feven 
Times upon the l^rous Place ? — Thereis not'hini 
lOjJie Exprf/fianj(by which the Command is given, 
•am-o/ wi^j to determine it ; for this may be alil^ 
under ftood either oi i totals bvz partial^ wiaft* 
ing ; but there is a remarkable Circwnftance whicn 
feems to give it (Vrongly for the latter : Which js 
this. The Prophet, in commanding him to 
wafib Seven Times, aHudes, no doubt, to thye 
Manner of cleanling tbe Leper appointed by the 
Jewijh Law. Now there were two wofs of ap- 
plying Water to tbe Leper^s Body, injoined by 
that Law % both alike commanded, and neceflary 
to his Cleanfing) viz. Batbin^\. and Sprinkling : 
The former. Bathings to be ufed but once \ tne 
latter, SpriMing^ to be done Seven ^mes. Sec 
Lnnt. xiv. 7, sl When, therefore, the Prophet 
bids \i\m'^lf^afii Seven Tim £s, it is much mOfe 
natural to underftapd it o^ SprifikJing^ or Pouring 
Wa{ir^ Sjr V E N T I M Bs upon the leprous Part (over 
which he expefted the Prophet fhouid have 
flroked his Hi^nd) than of Dicing his whole Bo^y 
Seven Tim ?s •, of which kind of w^^^fVij^ there 

' P 2 . ii 
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is not the lead Footftep nor Shadow in the 
So the blind Man is commanded, John ix. 7. 
Go wajh in tbe Pool of Siloam. When not his 
^bole Bodyy doubtlefe, but only bis Eyes^ be^ 
Jmeared with Clay, were to be waftied. 

Ti^us have we confidered the Scripture Senfe 
of the word CctTrli^^ to baptize ; and have, it is 
prefumed, fully proved it to be.ufed when the 
Ad of Pouring, or Sprinklings not Diffing is in- 
tended — Amongft a Multitude of Authorities 
which might be produced from otber Writers^ 
in confirmation of the fame, I (hall only beg 
leave to mention one from Origen *. He is 
fpeaking of jobn^s Baptifmi. and confidering 
him as the Elids, he fays— •* How came you 
<^ to think that EUas when he fhould come would 
^^ baptize J who did not, in -^^'s time, baptize 
f* /i^ ^<?^i upon the Altar, but orders the Priefts 
'V^to do tbat\ not only once, but fays do it a 
«• fecondTime,and they did it the fecond Time— 
•• He therefore who did not Yixm^Ai baptize then, 
•«; but affigned tbe Work to othen, ^cV — Now 
tbe A8 which Origen here calls Baptizing, and 
which EUas ordered the Pricffls to perform, was 
not Dipping the Wood into Water, but Pour- 
ing Water on it. See i Kings xviii. 33. Fill four 
Barrels of Water y and pour it — m ^e Wood. 

The Force of the Word Ctvjfl^t^ having been 
cthus carefully examined, it may, in the opinion 
of fome, at leaft, throw fome' Light on tfiis En- 
quiry, to obferye — That as Heater- Baptifm is 
confcffedly but a figurative Thing ; fo the Scrip- 
tures frequently fpeak of God's giving or im- 
parting to us thbfe very fpiritui^ Bleffh^s, which 
the Water in cbriftian Ebtptifin was defigned to 

^ Comineiit 10 Joan. p. ii6« D. 
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repre/ent as given or imparted, under the Figure 
of Sprinkling or Pouring, Thus, when 
David prays — Purge me with Hyjfop ♦ (alludinc 
to the Rite of Sprinkling iw/i^iF^i^p;^*///?^ 
be clean. He means the very fame Things viz. 
Pardon, or Juftification, which is lignified by the 
iaptifinal Water^ correfponding to which are the 
words of Ananias J J^syxxu 16. Arife^ and ie 
iaptized^ and wafl!) away tby Sins. When EzeHel -f 
fpeaks of God's gathering the Jews from a- 
mong the Heathen, purging them from their 
Uncleannels, and forming them into a Church, 
or peculiar People under his Protcftion (the very 
Things which are intended to be repreiented by 
Cbriftian Bapiifm) what Figure does he ufe ? 1 will 
Sprinkle clean Water upon ibem^ and they Jhall 
he clean. So wlien Ijaiah defcribes the BIcffings 
of the Messiah's Kingdom^ or of the Cbriftian 
jyifpenfation (when the Blejfmg of Abraham, even 
the Promife of the Spirit, was to come upon the 
Nations J) he does it under thtfame Figure — He 
^//Sprinkle many Nations \\. And, / will 
POUR Water upon him that is thirfty^ and floods 
upon the dry Grounds I will pour my Spirit 
upon thy Seed^ and my Bleffing upon thine Offspring §. 
Now from thefe, and other like Paflages, it may 
be fairly l^gued thus — Forafmuch as the Water 
in Cbriftian Baptifm applied to the Body, is coh- 
feffedly but an emblematical or figurative Thing, 
and was intended to reprcfent iotne Jpiritual Blef 
flng to be imparted to the Soul ; and forafmuch 
as this ^ritual Blefftng^ which is intended to be 
reprefinted by it, is in the^WTeftament often fpo- 
ken of, as to be given when the new fhould take 

place, 

•P/al. li. 7. + £»#*. xjopri. 25. J Gal. iii. 14. || IJki, 
111. 15, 5 ^i^» 3« 
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place, under the Emblem of Water ffritfkkd or 
pmrtd out \ it follows, that if the Word €ww[i{¥ 
io hapiize will at all admit of jthis Seafe, then it is 
perfeAly agreeable to the Andogji §f Scripture to 
admioifter the baptifmal Water by SprinkBng or 
Pmtri^. 

It further ftrengtbens this Argument to ob- 
fcrvc—rThat thc(e very j^>//«tf/iBi^^fj, of which 
the taptifmal Water was the appoiotcd Emklem or 
Ftgure^ are in the New Teftament alfo fpoken of 
as aUually imparted to us under the Figure of 
SfiriMif^ or Pimring. Thus, we are faid to bflvf 
om Hearts SpRiNKLED/rai» an evil Confcience * 
or. a confcioufii^i^ of Guilt. To be come to the 
Bbod of Sprinkling f. To be cbofen tbrot^b 
SoHBification of the Spirit^ tf/«i.SpRiNKLiN<} of 
the Blood of Jesus t. And to have an UnSioti^ 
or Amnting^ frm the Holy One ||, poured on us — y 
Now what, I afk, is m^ant by all thefe emble- 
matical and figurative Expre^ns ? Is it npt 
HmfBt^j Jufiification^ or the Hotf-Sfiitit : the very 
Things which tjbe Water j in this ci^riAian Cere- 
mony, was intended to be an EmbUm pf ? 

But it is otyed^d — John was it^issing in jEnon 
9£CAUS|i there was much Wafer fbfre^. Does 
not this very clearly and certainly imply that be 
baptized the Multitudes by Dipping? I apprehend, 
not at all. For there were other necejfary and 
important Ufes for ♦* w-paa* w/aJos n^ny Waters be- 
laAtsI^ing the Multitudes ; other weighty apd 
juft Caufes why John (hould chufe this well-wa- 
tered zwi fruitful Country for the fce^i^ of his Mir 
ntftrations ; and not that defert and hrren Region^ 

wbcip 

- • . ' 

♦ iiih, X. 22. t.*i** H* t l^^'«i' *• 8 ' 7^^^ "• 
lo, ay. } John m. 23. ♦• ^aAA« i//«7* «^V X/«v»- 
IttSf a well-watered Country. 
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^here he before fojourDed ^ ibaf dry and tlnrfij 
Land (as the Pfalmift * calls ic) tobere no fVater is. 
Let ti be confidered — How valuaik and fcarce 
Water was in thofe PartS--How iol the Climate 
-^How numerous the crouds which flocked to 
JoMs Baptifm — From how difi4mi Parts they 
came — How long they tarricfi to hear his Dodlrine 
and Inftruftions ; tor the mere aft of Baptizing 
was the leaft ^rt of Job9f% Miflion and of the 
People's End in flocking to him — Let thefe be 
confidered» and there will appear iMtidry gotxl 
Re^^ms for his chiifing this well watered And frui^ 
fitl Country for the place of Us Preacbit^y with- 
out any regard had to the conTenience of Dip^ 
jping. That this therefore was the Reafon of his 
making this Choice, does by no means appear. 
So 2 Cbron. xxxii. 4. Tbtf ftopped all the Foun- 
tains and Brooks — Sayings why ftfould the Kings of 
Aflyria come andfind much Water ? For what? 
Why, to drink and refrefli their Army. 

And here it cannot be improper to alk—*- If 
thefe multitudes were all dipt ; How was it done? 
Were they naked? This Modefty forbids. Had 
they all Change of Raiment, to undreis, and 
put on dry Am>arel, when they came out of 
the Water ? This the Vaftnels of the Multi- 
tudes,* the Opennefi of the Country, and the 
great Diftance whence they came, will hot ealily 
admit. And that they flood in thtkweiQar' 
wentSy and hearkened to Joints Doftrine i m 
travelled in them many Miles to their Homes^ 
feems equally improbable. I pretend to no Cer- 
tainty that John did not dip at all. But, as he 
had feen, by the exprefs Appointment of God, 
Water dpplted hotb ff^ojfs to the human Body, 

for 

• P/al. Ixiii. I. 
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for ceremonial Purification, viz. by Sprinkling and 
Dipping \ and htb tbtfe are by the Spirit, which 
fent him to baptize^ adually called Baptifms^ it is 
poflible, he might ufe both witfs of Adminiftra- 
tior<, according as the circumftaoces of Tl^ime^ 
Place J and Perfims required ♦. 

So 

^ It (eeffls an Obfervation of fome Weight in this De- 
bate—That as fVatir was ufed by ii*vin$ Appointment 
ander the Jenvi/h Law in a figurative and facramental Man- 
ner, or as an Emblem of moral Purity ; and the Cbriflian 
Ceremony of Baptizii4G is, undonbtedly, adopted from this 
Ufage under die Lanv ; fo the only Way^ in which one Perfon 
(the Priefi) was ever direded or known to ufe it upon a no- 
THBR, for this Jymiolical or facramental Purpofe, wash/ 
Springing or Pouring it on, NEVER by Dipping him into it. 

There wcrcdi*ver/e Baptifms under the Law: Heb, ix. lo. 
Thcfe Baptifms were generally performed by the Priefi ; 
but the Priefi amongft the ^various Rites he is directed to ufe, 
to fanSlify and cleanfe a Perfon, and receive him into the 
Church, is never once directed to dip or plunge him in Water, 
but only to/prinkle or pour it upon him. 

The Prieft's Plunging a Perfon, in order to his Separa- 
tion or Cleanjing^ is a Ceremony c^miGfirange, and abfoluteiy 
unheard of through all the facred Records. Pcrfons were, in- 
deed, on fome Occafions, dire6led to plunge or bathe tbem- 
fehves j But that one Man (hould take another^ and plunge 
him under Water, is a Thing utterly uncommanded^ unprece- 
dented, and unknown^ throughout the whole Confiitution 
andHiilory of the Je'w^/b Church. It may, therefore, ilrong- 
)y be prefumed, not to have been the Prance either ofjobti 
or of Jefus Chrifl when the Chrifiian was fct up. 

¥oi John being of the prieftly Race;/ and beginning his 
miniflrations agreeable to their Law, at thirty years old ; and 
ofing, like them, an Jfplication of Water to the Body as 
an Emblem oi moral Purity ; it is left to any imjpartial judg- 
ment Whether he is, moft rationally, fappofed to have 

, pkinged Men under Water ( a Thing Umpra^lifed amongft 
ihemj * Or, whether he only fprinkled or poured Water on 
them, (a Rite divinely inftituted, and vitry Day familiarly 
praaifed in that Charch.) 

If 
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Sos that the Janlor f and his whole Family ; who 
Hvere all taught, converted and baptized abotu Mid^ 
^gbt without any previous Thought of, or Prepara- 
tion for this Ceremony ; had it done by Dipping — 
^s, likewife, that Saul afterwards St. Paul^ having - 
neither eaten nor drank J for three Days before \ and 
being greatly enfeebled^ by the mighty Shock which 
lie received from the Vifton in the Wayj^ as well as 
by the great Remorfe with which he reviewed, and 
r'epented of, his Crimes ; and it being . ^ow alfo 
in the Depth of Winter § ; as the learned have fup- 
poled ; that, in this weakfy and feeble State, I fay, be 
^irofe and was baptized^ by being totally put under 
JVater. — And finally, that the three thoufand ♦ alfo, 
yn)xo were converted at Jerufaleniy and baptized in 
^ne Day^ were all overwhelmed — feems, to fay the 
Jcaft, to have fcarce an Air of Probability, 

Nor. will the Circumftancc of Philip and the 
Eunuch going down{eii) unto i^ the Water \ and 
^coming up (ex) from // **, with any certainty 
;prove, that he there dipt him. For as waters ruii 
in the Valleys^ they might go down from the Chariot 
#^ /(?, or unto^ the Rivulet (for Geographers find 

£ but 

l^ it be faid But that Queftion of the Je^ws — 

** Why baptizefi thou, if thou art not that Prophet T' implies 
there was fomething fitw and unprecedented in John^s Baptifm. 
The anfwer is obvious, i. That it could not be his men ufing 
the cere Aony o( Baptizing which occaiioned this enquiry, becauw 
it was, confeiTedly, a Ceremony perfeOly well-known and ^miliar 
amopgft them. But, 2. It was his ufing this Ceremony upon 
ike J/raelites or Jewijh Nation ; who looked upon themfelvei ^ 
ais a People already holy, and in Covenant with GOD; and 
therefore not to need this Ceremony of cleaniing or feparation, 
under which the Gentilej were wont to pafs, when received into 
the Church. 

. t -'^^ 3nri. 33, X IX. 9, 18. J About the 25th of 
January, • J3j ii. 41. ft ^i"* 3^- 39- 

•• Note, The greek Partides ef and f>c are thus rendered 
aar/9, and Jrom, the one federal huudrtd, the otheic above a 
hundred times id the new Teftament, 
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btit liHkftre&m there) and Philip baptize, by Pduthtl 
Heater on him ; and from thence go up to the Chariot 
again, in the raoft perfeft Confiftence with this a<J- 
eount of the Matter. 

So, when the People of Judea are faid to be 
baptized of John f» t^ lof /or? in the River Jordan : 
And, that Jesus, when baptized, catm up out of 
di^o TK v/a?^ FROM the Jf^attr ; It will by no means 
hence follow, that they were iotalfy pluf^ed untitr it. 
For, it being the cuftom of thofc Countries to 
wear Sandals ox)\y on thtxt naked Feet ; and the wafli- 
Xn^tbefe being, amongft them, a v^ty familiar and 
delightful Thing ; the going down into the Water^ 
to have it poured upon their Heads, is ^uite na- 
tural and likely. So that the arguments drawn 
hence alfo in Favour of Over-ivbelming will in no 
wife conclude *. 

BtJT the chief Argument for Immerjion is taken 
from Rom.'vl. 4. and Colof ii. 12. Where it is 
faid that we ate buried with CHRist by Baptifm into 
Death ; and buried with him by Baptifm. 

Now, here, let it be confidered. i. That the 
weight of the Argument rcfts entirely upon the 
Suppofition, that the Apoftle in ikefe Pafjages al- 
ludes to the Mode of chriftian Baptifm 5 which 

can 

• Note, The laying any Weight on \\!s bfcing faid — ivere hap* 

iized I N y or dan fhews extreme ignorance of the Original. 

Fori 1 . The Word {ii\ here tranflated [/»] is in no lefs ^an a 
hundred and fifty places of the new Teftament (a learned Gentle- 
man hath obferved) rendered [•tc//^]. And had it thus been 

rendered here-— ^<?^//iK^^/ with yordan^ meaning, with 

the Water of that Rtver i it would have been a Form of Speak- 
ing, neither mort figurative nor improper ^^ than is familiar 
both in Scripture and in common Life. But, to lay no Strefi 
on this. 

2. The Word Cn»] is more than a hundred Times in the new 
Teftament rendered [<i/] and § v 76» lo^J'ean^ may moft juftly be 
rendered at the River yordan ; And (o\ the whole ftrength 
of the Argument, from yehtTs baptizing in y or dan, evaporates 
■t once. 
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can with no Certainty be proved. For, *2. The 
Apoftle in both Places may be jufily underftood as 
fpeaking, not concerning the external and cerenuh 
md Part of chriftian Baptifm, but concerning the 
naernal and moral Part ; not concerning the AppU'^ 
caiumof Water, which has no Power to hU^ or 
deflroy, the Body of Sin ; but concerning the regi^ 
nerating Influences oftbeSFiKm by which Spirit 
the Scriptures often fpeak of Chriftians as baptized i 
and by the Influences of which Spirit, (or in 
Confequence of their Bapiijin by which) alone it is, 
that they are faid to be dead *• Dead with Cbrift f. 
Dead to Sin %. Now as this Spirit only haspower 
ro kill, or deftroy, the old Man^ (to ufe the Apoftle^t 
Fhrafe) and to make us dead with Cbrift^ and dead 
do Sin i And as we are very frequently reprefented 
SIS baptized with this Spirit ; It is perfectly natu- 
ral to underftand the Apoftle as fpeaking of thefe 
internal zxiA moral ipQuences of the Spirit, when 
lie tells Chriftians — that they were buried with 
Christ by Baptifm into Death ^ &c. And it is 
further obfcrvable — That we are, in this Dil^ 
courfe of the Apoftle, as much faid to be crucified 
and circumcifed by, or with, Christ, as we arc to 
be buried with him : And Baptifm is as exprelsly 
ftiled the Circumcifion of Chrift^ or the tfhriftian Qr- 
cumcifion, as a Burial with Chrijl. Why, then, 
mud we not in adminiftering this Ceremony^ feek 
for fome vifible allufion tq the one^ as well as to tl^p 
other ? 

The Apoftle, it is manifeft, is here all along 
talking \n figurative Terms 5 fuch as planted^ crucifix 
ed, dead^ buried^ rifing, walkings r^ij»/i(p~his mere 
uie of the Word buried^ then, feems a much top 
feeble bottom to reft an Argument upon. It may 
be (aid, there is as much neceflity of finding ibmc- 
/thinjg, in the chriftian JVorfhipj anfwering 'to the 

E 2 otbar 

^ C$l§/, iii 3^ f ii^ 20. % RfM. Mi. iit 
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ether figurative expreflions, as to this (ingle one. of 
being buried: And that Per fens baptized (hould be 
figned with the Crcfs^ to fignify, that their old Mim 
is crucified ^ as that they fhould be put under Water 
to fignify their being buried with Chrifi *. 

But 3. Were it abfolutely certain^ which it by 
no means is, that the Apoftk doth here allude to 
$be Mode of chridian Baptifm ; All that will follow 
is — That Immerfion was the moft usual, but not 
that it was the only }Fi^ of adminiftering this Rite ; 
and this at Colofs and at Rome only, and the war- 
mer regions of the World : But not that it was the 

* I beg leave here to fubjoin the Note of a very learned and 

ingenious writer on this Paflage— — Colof. ii. 11. Buried wtb 

him in Baptifm — -The Apoftle frequently fpeaks of Chriftians 

as being vtry clofely united to Chrift^ as mtmbersofbis Body, and 

parts of his Perfon, Eph, i. 23. v. 30. Confequentlyy whatever 

was done to Chrifi^ was, as it were, at the fame Time done to them. 

When Hi was crucifitd ; his Members were crucified, GaL ii. 20. 

When Christ luas quickened i They were quickened together imtb 

Him 9 Eph. ii. $, Becaufe He lives y theyfhall li<ve alfo, yohn 

xiv. 10. When Christ tvas raifed ; they were raifed, 

Eph, ii. 6. And when He afcended and fat down in. Heaven^ 

they fat down with him there, ibid. Now, in xhtfame Senfe, it 

it true, that Chriftians tvere buried with Chrift (i. e. when 

Christ was buried, they, as Members and Parts of him, were 

"buried with him) if 7» CoL'/lifffMlt either in Baptifm, or by meeuu 

of Baptifm. If we chufe the former Rendering, the Meaning 

jnnii be— —That at the, Time of our being baptixed^ we were 

. united to Chrift ; and confequently then looked upon as having 

been buried with him. If we prefer the latter Rendering, viz. 

By means of Baptifm (which feems beft, becaufe in the parallel 

place, Kom, vl 4. the Apoftle u(b ht£) then the Senfe will 

-be — It is by means oi Baptifm ^dXVf^^ are united to Christ^ 

and fo muft- be confidered as having been buried^ when he was 

buried. Which ever Rendering we take, we may be allowed to 

fay, by Analogy, the fame Things of our being crucified, fmic" 

*fened znd ri/en with Christ; all which alfo happened by 

-Oieans of our Baptifm^ and at the Time of our being bapti%ed„ 

m .^As then» there can be no Reference to a Modeofiaptifm, in 

our being crucified and quickened by Baptifm: So, there is no 

%afon to fuppofeany Reference to a Mode of Baptifm, (Dip 

ping) when we are laid to be buried wi4b Chri^ fy fiffti/m. 
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49^ ufuaU much lefs the only Waj^ in all other 
the mod northern and coUeJl Climates of the Earth. 
But, if it was not the only Way ; not only tbere^ 
but throughout the whole cbrifiian World ; no argu* 
ment can hence be drawn, that Baptifm muft 4/- 
ways be adminiftered in this Manner. 

Finally, fhould it be granted, that thefe ttoo 
Texts {Rom. vi. 4. and Colof, ii. 12.) favour the mode 
of Dipping : It muft certainly be alfo allowed, that 
the feveral Texts ^ above cited, do equally favour 
Sprinklings or Pourings in Baptifm. So that the 
matter may admit of an eafy Compromife, by fup» 
pofing—That as this cbrifiian Ceremony undoubtedly 
had it's Origin, and was borrowed, from ihtjewijb 
Law \ and as P^rfons and Things were purified^ or 
fet apart, under that Law^ fometimes by Diffing^ 
and fometimes by Sprinkling ; So the Apoftles per- 
formed this ceremonial Purification in the chriftian 
Church, fometimes in one Form^ and fomedmes in 
^J?e other ; as the Circumftances of Time, Place^ 
Perfons- — ^required. 

Let us now briery review, and fum up the 
evidence upon the Point in Debate — ^That the word 
^Ufjlt^a to baptize does not neceflarily, nor conftant- 
ly, fignify to dip % but is very frcquendy, if not 
generally, ufed in facrcd Writ in a more large and 
extenfive Senfe ; and fignifies an application of Wa- 
ter by Sprinkling or Pourings has been evidently 
Ihewn ; and the whole' learned World, (an Anti- 
raedobaprift or two, perhaps, excepted) readily ac- 
knowlege ♦ — We have alfo fecn — That there were, 
under the y«c^ Law, Different Ways of ap- 
plying Water for ceremoiual Purifyation^ which arc 
cxprelsly called Different Ba^ifmsi Dippii^^ 
iberefore, in the Scripture Judgment, is not the 

ONLY 

. * See a dood 6f Witnefibs* from Lexicographers, DivinOp 
Cnmmukm -rin W a l u a*i Do&rihi 0/ Bafti/m. 
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ONLY waj of Baptizing — That our Lord is faid 
not to have been baptized before Dinner; and that 
ell the Jews when they came from Market eat nor, 
except they are baptized \ when not a Plunging the 
whale Body is meant, but only wajhing tkf Hands — 
That the Apoftle aflually fays, the Jewijh Fathers 
were all liAVTiZED in the Sea ; when the Fadl 
is inconteftable that they were not overwhelmed, or 
covered^ with the Sea ; but only JprinkUd with it's 
Spray — That John fays of Christ that \it Jhould 
BAPTIZE the Difciples with the Holy-Ghost and 
with FiRZ ; which Baptizing themwdis perform- 
ed, not by their being overwhelmed, or immerfed, in 
the Holy Ghoft and in Fire ; but by it's being p^r- 
id out^ and Refting on them — In the greek verfion 
of the Apocrypha we have feen a Pcrfon ftiled, 
B«T7*^a//€»^, one baptized \ when the principal Part, 
if not the whole Ceremony, of his cleanfing, confift- 
cd in Jprinkling Water on him — That Judith is faid 
10 have baptized her felf \ when the Circumftanccs of 
the Story will, by no means, fufFer us to imagine, 
that ihc dipped her felf wholly, but only wafhed her 
felf in Part — That in Origen, the Priells at Elijah*s 
command are faid to baptize the Wood upon the Al- 
tar, when they only poured Water on it — We have 
feen farther : That from feveral Circumftanccs at- 
tending thofe who were baptized ; viz. the vaft 
Multitudes of both Sexes, baptized by John in the 
open Country, far diftant from their Habitations ; 
Paul^ under extreme Weaknefs and after feveral 
days Fafting ; the Jaylor and his Family, at mid- 
night, and in their own Houfe, immediately up- 
on their fuddew converfion ; and the feveral Thou- 
fands in one Day, bfy the Apoftlcs at Jerufakm ; it 
feems highly improbable that they were all totalfy 
jp/n'ijif^i— Finally, That viewing the matter with the 
Eye oi impartial Reason, pouring Water on the 
Body, as eflfeftually, and fully anfwers all the ino^ 

ral 



md primitive manner of Baptizing. 3 1 

ral Ends of Baptifm, as Dipping into it ; Yea, it 
much more fignificative of one principal Thing in- 
tended to be reprefented or fignified by this cbri- 
JlianRite^ namely, the Giving us the WohY Spirit, 
that UnSionfrom above^ which is poured dawn upon 

us 

Thbse Things being confidcred, it fecms not 
a little ftrange^ that fome, who profefs to think 

' freely in Religion, lay fo great a ftrcfs upon Bap-^ 
tifin by Dipping only — That they make it to enter 
into the very Essence of cbriftian Baptifm — That 
they think it juftifiable to break oflF from the Church-* 
cs of their Fellow-Chriftians partly on this account— 
And can, without a fmile, hear the few Brethren of 
that way fpeaking of themfelves as the only Bap- 
tized Christians; and looking upon the 
whole cbriftian Worlds befides themfelves, as to the 
matter of chriftian Baptifm^ as being much upon a 
level with Hottentots and Pagans. 

But fuch confider not, with due attention, the 
confcquences of their Opinion ; nor obfervc, how 
this Precifenefs 2L% to ritual Matters naturally genders 
Strife^' znA minifters OccaCon to endlefe, contemp- 
tible, and fooHfli Debates. For if Overwhelming tbg 
Perfon be of the Essence of chriftian Baptifm^ hence 
obvioufly fprings a Doubt — What if the Perfon,. 
when laying beneath the Water, fhould lift up a 
Handj fo as to be not quite covered with the Ele- 
ment ; Is the Perfon, neverthelefs, truly baptized? Or, 
fuppofe in the great Hurry which fuch an Opera- 
tion may occafion, both the Hands y or evtn the Sirms, 
(hould be fo incautiouQy extended as not to be over- 
whelmed I I aflc, is that Baptifm good ? Or again. If 
through the Bulkof /i&<? baptized, and the WeakneS 
of the Baptizer, fome part even of the Face or Head 
iliould be uncffoered ; What is to be pronounced 
concerning yki& a Baptifm ? Is it valid, or not ? 

' Suppofe the Perfon whofe Hands, or part of whofe 

Fate 
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Facij was noi quia overwhelmed^ (hould be deHred 
by the Adminiftrator to fubmic to 2l fecond Dippings 
becaufe tbefirft being not total, he thinks not to 
be Sufficient ; and either Himfelf, orfome at- 
tending Friends, Ihould fleadily refufe; alleging, 
the DefeA to be not material ; and that the Bap- 
tifm was valid — Would there not hence arifc a very 
important Debate \ perhaps, an aflual Separation^ or 
Rent in that Church ? Some infixing, that the Per- 
ion, be received to full Communion, as a truhf hap-' 
tized Brother : Others ftrenuoufly oppofing, and re- 
fuflng Communion with him as not being baptized^ 
becaufe not totally overwhelmed. — How much 
to the Edification and Honour of the cbriftian 
World would fuch a Conteft appear ! What matter 
of Ridicule would it furnilh to Unbelievers! And how 
naturally draw Contempt ; not upon Baptifm only, 
as a folemn Trifle ; but upon Cbriftiamty it felf, as 
miniftering Occafion to fuch frivolous Debates ! And 
yet, really, to this IflTue, does the making Immer* 
Jion ESSENTIAL to chriftian Baptifm, naturally and 
dircftly tend. If it does nor, in FaS^ gender fuch 
Debates ; it is becaufe thofe, who avow the Princi- 
ple^ do not follow it into all it*s Confequences^ nor 
clofefy adhere to it in every Emergence of this kind. 
The Greek Chriftians, who dip their Infants, hold it 
necejfary that every Part of the Child be dipped. 
And fo the Jews of old held * *' That if a Man 
be baptized all over, faving the Tip of his little 
Finger 5 or if Qay, or any the like Thing, cleave 
to the Flcfh of Man, and keep it from the Wa- 
ter, it is unclein ftill as it was, and the Baptizing 
profitetb nothing." — 
And, if weeing the whole Body be of fuch Afo* 
ment in chriftian Baptifm, as our Brethren repre- 
fent; They ought, furely, to confidcr, that the 
Dipping a clothed Body feems not a ftri^Iy juft or 

adequate 

^ See Ainf<wortb on Lvuit. zv. ix« 
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adequate Performance of it. The Bathings of the 
Jewifli Law were, doubtlefs, of the naked Bocfy. 
And it is an inconteftable Fadl that in the primitive 
Times, (thofe of Chryfoftom, and the Ages afterj 
Such as were baptized by Dippings were naked when 
baptized ♦ — 

Nor ought it to be overlooked ; that, upon this 
Scheme of our Brethren, there are two Parts of 
the charader of an able Mini/ler of the New Tefta^ 
Plenty which St. Pauly in his Epiftles both to Tmuh 
iby and 7V///f, entirely omits : Yea, which neither 
Himfelfj nor his beloved ^imotby^ feem to have pof« 
iefled; viz^ Hardinefs of Conftituiion^ and boSly 
Strengib. Without a good degree of tbefe^ in a va^ 
riety of Cafes which muft frequently occur, it will 
be rafh and highly criminal for a chriftian Mini- 
fier to eive this facred Rite of Religion to fome of 
the moft worthy and capable Subjefts : Inafmuch» 
as he cannot do it without apparent Hazard, not 
only to his own Life, but to that alfo of the 
baptized. 

fiefides, after all the ceremonial Zeal and Fulfil* 
ment of all Rigbteoujhefs, which is pretended in this 
Point J The Pcrfon dipt, in Truth aqd real Faft, if 
not baptizedh^ Him that undertakes to perform that 
Office on him ; but, in great Part, if not principal* 
ly, baptizes himfelf — 

Such Matter of endlefs Doubts, and unprofitable 
Difputes, does a circumftantial exaftnefs as to their 
mere rite of Religion gender-— But, we bave notfo 
learned Ch r ist . We proceed 



F S E C T| 

• Vid. Walkerh Doarineof Baptifms, Ch. x?. $ 15. Voffiiu da 
B^ptis. Qifp. I . Thef. 6. See alfo a fad accident which befell a 
Company of Women in thefe Grcumftances, in the great Charcb 
ofConflantinop/e. Bowfr's Hill. Popes Val. ii. 
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SECTION 11. 

Should Immerfion ie allowed to baiJk been the 
. only antienty apoftolic and fcriptural Mode 
of Baptizing j yet a ftriSi Adherence to it 
is not obligatory on us : But this Circumftance 
may very lawfully and fitly be exchanged^ for 
that of Sprinkling or Pouring. 

TO be fatisfied of this, we need but confider — - 
What is the true Spirit and Dejign of Chris- 
tianity : which the Apoftle calls, a Law ofUber^ 
ty: James i, 25. That a great part of it's Intention 
was, to take off Men's Regard from Things ritual^ 
and ceremonial. It is a J)oSrine according to Godlinefs ; 
a fpiritual, exalted, heavenly Scheme of Worfhip ; 
in which the Father feeks fuch to worfhip him, as 
will do it in Spirit and in Truth*. It exprefsly de- 
clares that the Kingdom of God +, (or the State of. 
Religion under the Me%si au) is not Meat and Drink ; 
i. e. ftands not in Things ceremonial and ritual ; 
but in Rigbteoufnefsy Peace and Joy in the Holy Gbojl ; 
And, He that in these fervetb Christ, is accept 
table to God, and approved of Men. And, in Ch rist 
Jesus, (or under the Chrifiian Difpenfation) neither 
Circumcijfion availetb any Things nor Uncircumcfjionj hut 
a new Creature %. To imagine, therefore, that our 
Lord intended abfolutely and immutably y to bind 
down his Followers, of all Nations ^ and of aU Ages^ 
to the Jewish Form of Baptizing -, fuppofing it to 
have been by Dipping only •, is quite repugnant to 
^tx mild^ that generous and Jfree Spirit which his Re- 
ligion every where breathes — And here it is natural 
to obferve 

I . That 

• John iv, 23. t ^^^' *'V* ^7*' X ^«/«^' vi. 1$. 
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1. That concerning a certain ceremonial^ emblema- 
tical Wafhing, much like this of chriftian Baptifm, 
our divine Lawgiver hath deterniined — " That the 
«* quantity of Water ^ or it*s application to the whoU 
^* Body is little to be regarded." Peter * faith un- 
to him^ Tbou fhalt never wafh my Feet. ' Jesus ath 
fwered him^ if I wafh thee not^ tbou haft no Part with 
me. Simon Peter faith unto him^ Lord, not iwy. 
Feet only but my Hands and my Head. Jz^v^faitb un- 
to him^ be that is wafhed (in fuch an emblematical, fi* 
gurative wafhing, as I am now going to perform) 
needetb not fave to wafh bis Feet — Th« application of 
Water to one Part only, is as effeSluaho hiscleanfing^ . 
as if his whole Body was actually overwhelmed. 

Note, ThtWafhing, concerning which our Lord 
has left this Determination, was of the v^xy fame 
Nature with Baptifm : i. e. It was an application of 
Water to the Body, for a religious or moral End. 
And this Determination, was, no doubt, left upon 
Record, that it might be applied by us (as, in the 
reafon of the Thing, it is mod juftly applicable) 
under his Jpiritual Difpenfation, to every like cere- 
monial Walhing. And it evidently teaches us, that 
in fuch ritual Purif cations J the quantity of Wattr and 
the manner of it*s Application, are Things oi no 
great Concernment ; upon which no important 
llrefs is to be laid in his Church. It is farther to be 
obferved 

2. That even under the Jewish, which w^ 
confeiledly a weak and ceremonial Difpenfation, and 
which laid infinitely more Weight upon ritual Ob-u 
Jervances than the Christian Religion does, a 

Liberty was given to human Prudence to difpenfe with 
fome of the moft exprefs and mo& folemn Inftitutions, 
in. Cafes where only Mercy gr great Convenience r^^ 
quired it. 

F2 Thus 

f Jahnxin. 9^ 91 la 
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Thus the Riie of Circumcijkn^ though injoined nn* • 
der the awful Penalty to the neglcdter of l(eiiig €^ . 
cff^j was yet, without Offence, laid qfik for tho 
ipace of foriy Tears -f* : And upon no other Ground 
as far as appears, but becaufe the frequent and un^ 
certain Decampments, Marches and Wars of the 
IJraelUes^ in their paffage through the Wildernefi^ 
rendered it incottvement and trotiblefome to JDe obferved. 

So, by an exprejs Command t> none but the Pritfis 
were to eat of the hallowed or Shew Bread: Yet Z>r- 
vid and his Men, when no other Supply could 
conveniently be had, violated this Injundion : They 
eat 0/ that Breads which it was not LAWFUL/(?r 
them to eat , and are juilified by Ch r ist ||, ^ ^ 

So alio, the braz^ Serpent, which was fet up by 
the Comcnand of 6od ; honoured by many great 
^ind miraculous Cures ; anddeiigned, probably to 
be an inftruftive Memorial to future Ages (which is 
the very nature of a Rite or Sacrament in the ChrU 
flian Church j was yet, when abufed to Superftition^ 
broken down by Hezekiab aiid actually deftroyed §• 

Now, if under the Jrti;^, ceremonial and weak- 
ly Difpenfation, fuch Liberty was indulged to hu* 
man Prudence and Convenience, as to difpenfe uitb 
SLtidfet qfide it's ritual Injunctions; and this, when 
they were injoined under fo awful -dud fevere a Pe- 
nalty ; how abfurd is it to imagine, that our di- 
vine Lawgiver Jesus Christ has, under his infi- ■/* 
nitely more free and fpiritual Difpenfation (under '^ 
which our State is as much freer than that of th't • 
Jews^ as the ftate of Sons is than that of Servants ; 
or of Friends, than that of Slaves) tied us up to a ftriii; 
and invariable exadnefs, as to merely ritual Ob^ 
fervances\ and that no confiderations of Decency, 
Health, Gdnvcnicnce, or Mercy, ought no\^ to 

fub? 
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fiibftitutetRic fovtn of Sprinkling the baptifmal Wa- 
tCTf J^.*^ of ^ ^^^' Immerfion into it ? But, farther^ 

^^i&ny Rites of undoubted apoJloUcal Ufage if 
noclnjanftbn, are now, without Blame, not only 
^ered^ but entirely laid afide. Which is a far grea- 
ter Uicriy^ than the mere Subftitution of Sprinklifig 
infteadof Dipping. 

; Th e Greeting one another with the holy Kifs^ was 
unqueftionably an apostolic PraSice. SceRom, 
xvu 16. I Cor. xvi. 20. 2 Or. xiii. 12. i ?i^. v. 
26. I P^/. V. 14. In a!l which Places it is exprefsly 
recommended^ if not in/oined. aaawak^ ^ihniiali dfl-Ta^#- 
f«Sfl6 Tctua-aiJLivoi TK19 ^x^- Having finiflsed our Prayers^ 
wefalutifqcb other with a Kifs : Says Juftin Martyr *. 
A like^ A>osTOLic Pradlice ^gnd Command was 
^e awAuing the Sick witb.Oyl^ in the ^ame of the 
Jjord. ^C'Markvx. 13. and Jam. v. 14. 

No^ to our good Brethren, who declaim zea- 
loufly upon — Fulfilling all Righteoufnefs — and who 
a(k — *' By what Authority do you take upon you 
<^ to alter Christ's Injlitution\ and laying afide 
** the fcriptural and apoftolic Mode of Immerjion^ 
*« to fubftitute Sprinkling or Pouring in it's Room ?— " 
With great ?ffurance we reply — *< By the very 
^' fame. Sirs, by which you alfo quite abolifti and 
•« lay afide the Scriptural, apostolic, Inftitution 
«« or Praiiice of fainting with the bofy Kifs^ and of 
«« Anointing the Sick with. Oyl in the Name of the 
V. Lord/* — Thefe we can prove, with ten times clear- 
er' Evidence, to have been either aftually com- 
manded, or pradifed, by the Apoftles^ than j'^tt can 
B^ptifm' by Immerfion only^ Now, if thck fignificant^ 
and hofy kites, unqueftionably once injoined, or 
praftifcd, by the Jpoftlesj in conformity to the 
common Ufage of their Countries and Times, are by 
iTou wholly lay qfide ; bec^ufe they would feem odd 
in V this Country and Age where no fucb Cuftoms ob- 

" -^ tainj 
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tain; we demand. Why Bathing the wbok Body 
(which was alfo among the Eaftem^ Nations and 
warm Climates, where Chriftianity wasfirft planted, 
a very familiar and delightful Thing) Why, I fay, 
may it not, in like manner be exchanged, for 
Pouring Water on the Body : Seeing fuch total Im- 
merjions are in this Country and Age, an unufualj 
a troublefomej a fcarcely modeft and decent, and in 
many Cafes a cruel and a very dangerous Thing ? — ■ 
Efpecially, as the Form of Pouring is every whit as 
Significative as that oi Dipping can be — Let thofe, who 
contend warmly for a circumftantial adherence to 
Scripture Praftice in one Rite, fay, how it is they 
juftify the great Liberty they take quite to aiolrfi 
and change others*. 

Again, Why do they not infift alfo, that un- 
leavened Bread and but one Loaf, ought 
conftantly to be ufed in the Sacred Rite of the Sup^ 
per? (To which, perhaps, may be added. The 
mixing IVater with Wine in the Sacramental Cup) 
It is incomparably more certain that thefe only were 
ufed by our Lord and bis Apojiles^ in that Sacrament ; 
than t\\2it thty invariably pradtifed Immerfion only^ 
in the other. 

It was unleavened Bread which our Lord took and 
broke (for the Jews at that Time, by the exprefe 
Command of God, were to have no other in their 
Houfcsi") when He inftituted the Supper^ and faid — 
Do This in remembrance of me:- And concerning 
which, it is faid — As oft as ye eat this Bread — 
What Bread was that? Bread thzt was unleavened. 
Yea, and both thefe Circumftances, viz. The Bread 
being unleavened^ and the having but one Loaf^ are as 

exprefsly 

• Though a Kifs of Peace ^ and an Order of Deaconejpis^ 
were the Pradtices of the Jpoftolic Time; Yet when the one 

fave occaiion to Raillery^ and the other to Scandal, all the 
^orld was, and ftill is, fatisfied with the Reafons of letting botU 
faU. Bifhop S»r«// on Art. xx. 
f Exod, xiii. 7. 
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expre&ij -alluded to by the Apoftle, and reprefcntcd 
as Jlgnificatrve of fomcthing moral'in this Sacrament, 
as Immerfim is of being buried with Cbrijl^ in the 
other. By the former, the unleavened Breads the 
Chriftian Worfhippcrs are remembered, of the P«- 
r//y and Sincerity with which they (hould affemble, 
and celebrate this religious Rite. Therefore let us 
keep the Feajl ; not with old Leaven^ neither with the 
Z^aven of Malice and fFickednefs, but with the um- 
J.EAVENED Bread of Sincerity and Truth *. Behold 
how emblematical 2LViA Jignificative it is made ! And 
by the latter, the one Loaf^ the Uni t y of the Church 
is, with great Beauty and Propriety, figuratively 
fhewn forth, and the Communion in one Body^ into 
which all Chriftians are received. For we being ma- 
ny^ are one Bread, and one Body^ for we are all 
partakers of that on e Br e a d f. Or, as the paflage 
ought to have been rendered, Becaufe there is one 
Bread, or Loaf ukd in this facred Ceremony, we who 
are many are one Body -y for we are all partakers of that 

ONE LX)AF X* 

Le t fome Reafon be now (hewn — ^Why we arc to 
be tied down to a rigorous Conformity to the Cir- 
cumftance of Dipping, in one Sacrament j but arc 
not to the CircumAance of unleavened Bread, and of 
one Loaf, in the other ? If we muft indeed fulfil all 
Righteoufnefs (as is warmly urged on this Head) if we 
muft obferve exaftly a ll the Inftitutions and Rites of 
the apoftolic Church •, let us indeed, fulfil it. But 
then let us be confiflent and uniform in our Obedience: 
Fulfilling the Righteoufnefs of faluting with the Holy 
Kifs — of anointing the Sick with Oyl in the name of the 
Lord'^ol unleavened Bread, and one Loaf'm the Sacra- 
ment of the Supper *, as well as the Righteoufnels of 
Dipping the baptized. To conclude 

4. From 

♦ I- Cor. V. 8. t ^ ^^^' 3C. 17. 
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4. From our Lord's DeciGon in a like Cafe, viz. 
7be Sabhatb was tnadefar Man^ and not Man for the 
Sabbatb ; and 1 will have Mtrcy and not Sacrifice *— 
It apears plainly to be his Will, not to tie up his 
Followers to a rigid and fevere Exaftnefs in Thingp 
of a ritual and p^ive kind. 

The Law injoining the Sabbatical Reft^ was one 
of the TEN'delivered, with infinite Pomp, at Mount 
Sinai — Is often (poken of as an important part of the 
Covenant which fubOfted betwixt God and bis People-^ 
Great Bteffings are promifed to it's religious Obfer- 
Hation ; and fevere nreatenings denounced upon 
thofe who neglcft it — ^Yea, a Tranfgrejfor was once, 
by the exprcfs Command of God, Jlonedto Death for 
it's violation, as a warning to future Ages — This is, 
a thoufand times more than can be faid infupportof 
the form of Dipping in Baptijm : Yet behold! The 
ftriftobfervance of thisfabbatical Reft^ even under the 
Jewijb^ ceremonial^ weakly Difpenfation, was violated 
by the Apoftles, and difpenfed with by our Lord, 
when Conrjcnience or Compajfwn to the Bodj required it. 
Much more, then, may we conclude, that the 
ftrift obfervance of Dippings may be innocently ncg- 
leded, under the infinitely more exalted Difpen- 
fation of Christ ; when either Decency y or Mercy ^ 
or great Convenience forbids it's Ufe. 

Th is Faft, viz. the Difciples breaking the Sabba- 
tical Refty by plucking and rubbing Ears of Corn, 
and our Lord's reafoning thereon, happened^ - no 
doubt, and was recorded with a view to the Inftruc- 
tion of after-ages ; and was dcfigned as a Precedent^ 
a rule of Judgment and Aftion, by which we arc 
to be direfted in every like Cafe. Our Divine Le- 
gislator hath hereby taught us to rcafon thus—- 
When tYit JlriSi Obfervance of a merely ritudl Com- 
numd will 'be attended with Danger and great In- 
convenience to the Difpiplcs, jt m^iy lawfully be 

waved 

• iMtf//. xii. 7. Mark ii. 27. 
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va,ved«;*-Or thus : Baptifm was made for Man ; ani 
nos Mav for Baptifm. If, therefore, through any 
cliange of national Cufiom^ . or of Climatey the form 
of Dip^ng in Baptifm fhould become odd and unbe- 
coming (as the Love-Kifs would now be) hazardous 
to the Health, or troublefome to the Difciples,. it 
night then innocently be waved \ and a Form lefa 
burtbenfome and difagreeable be fubftituted in it's 
Room. 

And here I beg leave to afk — Whether a drift 
Adherence to Dipping the baptized^ would not, pro- 
bably, be attended with as much Danger and Incon- 
venience to the Bodies of the Difciples now ; as a ftridt 
obfervance of the fabbatical Reft would have been to 
the twehe Apofiles^ when going through the Field 
of Corn ? In other Words — Whether it be not as 
mib Mercy to excufe fome at leaft {^z. new-born 
Infants, weakly and unhealchful Perfons, and even 
all others throughout the Winter Seafon, in thefe 
northern and cold Climates) from being totally plunged 
nr Baptifm ; as it was to excufe the twelve from for- 
bearing to pluck and rub the Corn on the Sabbath Day? 
It enters into the nature of Things ritual and ar- 
atmftantialy to be mutable, tranfient and liable to 
be changed. As they are often but an Adoption of 
ibme national Cuftom (which is apparently the Cafo 
as to the Inftitution of Baptifm) or, an Accomo* 
dation of a common Ufage to fome Purpofe in Religion ; 
So, they zrc alterable in their Nature j and are them- 
felves in fome Meafure to be accommodated to pre- 
vailing Cufioms and ^afies ; to the feveral Countries^ 
C^mates^ and Tempers of Mankind. This, I 
apprehend, is the only Reafoning on which it is 
poflible tojuftify our Difufe of tht primitive^ apojlolic 
Fraftice of faluting with a Kifs of Love^ in our wor-r 
. (hipping AfTemblies. The Cnfiom of thofe antient 
Times rendered fuch Salutations neither odd nor ridi-t 

G culous, 
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culous : But (hould the prafUce be introduced into 
our prcfcnt Churches, and Worihip ; it needs noc 
be faid^^with how juft an dience ! 

Now, if, for NO OTHER Reason than a change 
of national Cuftom^ we lay afide this undoubtedly 
antUnt^ apostolic, religious Ceremony, the Jj^ 
of Charity ; Why (hould not a like change of ^mh 
limuil Ct^tm^ with regard to Bathing the whole Bodf^ 
be allowed to juftify it's Difufe in the Ceremony of 
Baptifm? For a fVomoHj in thin Apparel, before a 
multitude of Spedtators, to go into the Water, and 
be taken into the Arms of him who officiates, and 
be laid under the Water, is, in the prefent Nadon 
and Age, an equally indecent and difagreeabU Sight, 
as for Men, at the conclufion of public Prayers, to 
faluteone another with a Xlr/5 of Charity or Peace. 

To conclude — If, after all that hath been laid, 
any ftill think ic their indifpcnfible Duty to baptize 
by Immerfwn only \ let them, by all means, thus bap- 
tize J But then, we befeech them to forbear all fe- 
vere Cenfuresof thofe, who are not Dipt. Let them 
not reprefcnt us as perfons unbaptized — withdraw 
from our Churches — refufe Communion with us^^ at 
the common Table of our Lord, upon fo trifling a dif- 
ference. This, farely, ^^rt to di /honour owy facred 
Religion ; and too naturally brings not only cbrif^ 
tian Baptifm J but Christianity it felf, into ma^ 
nifeft Contempt. 

I Let us therefore, according to the apoftolic Pre* 
cept — receive one another^ btit not to doubtful Difputa^ 
tions. To maintain an Unity of Spirit^ by mutual 
Forbearance, and to live together in perfefl: Cba^ 
ritjj IS a Matter of infinitely more Importance, 
than the ^antity. of Water, or the Manner of it's 
Application, with which a Pcrlbn is k^tized. For 
the Kingdom of God is not Meat ana Drink^ but 
Righteoufnefsyand Peace and Joy in the HofyGhofl. And 

iht 
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tU End of the Cotmandrntnt is Charity j mu rf 
a pure Heart, and of a good Qmfcience, and of Fai^ 
n^eiffud. 

Now t&e God of Fatience and ConlblactoD grant 
OS to be like minded one towards another, 
according to Cbriji Jefus. That we may with 
one Mind, and one Mouth glorify God, even 
the Father of our Lard Jefus Cbrifi. Amta. 
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£«^ H JE undue and fi^r/iltioas 
^ \ ftrcfs, which has. been laid up- 
'lPo.Baptisinq Infants, by 
fome :ill inftruacd Chriftians -, 
I baSi.doubtlcfs, been the chief 
.occaGon of its being treated 
■withfuch unreafiialrie oppoCnion by others. 

When we Jicar^f^w, .i^tf/g-^n/wJ, Gregory 
TTHind , many otibers of .great name, amongft 
■{Jwfe called ,tbe , l^y fatbers, with folemnity 
;propouncing-T-'* leaf Infanis can have no fal- 
■**> vation, if tb^iiie.mtboutBaptiJm." — "That 
" v>e. mufl bold for. certain arid undoubted thai 
'" they dr^.ignis-£terni fcmpiterno fuppHcio 
'•; puniendi to be tormented with the everlafting 
■" futttflment of eternal fire." — " And^ intermi- 
''Vjiat^a gehainffl.ru ftinere fupplicia, ubi dia- 
** IboHasf &c,: Tbat.ttey .fii^er tbe endUfi tor* 
•* meats ofbell^ ubere tbe devil with his angels 
A 2 " are 
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are to burn for evermore'* — Again, " Ai 
the UNBAPTisED Infant cannot go into 
«* the kingdom of heaven^ you muft acknowledge 
" be mU be in ever lajiing fire r — Finally, f * If 
Infant i ba*t)e not bad the facrament offaha^ 
tion (ir c. .Baptifm)y2?r tkeir deliverance from 
•' original Jin ^ they pafs into perpetual torments J* 
— When we hear, I fay, this ceremony of 
bapiifmah water exalted into an affair of fuch 
infinite importance, the mind is naturally 
(hocked : it rifes with indignation againft the 
monftrous abfurdity and even impiety of fuch 
tenets \ and (which is but too common to hu- 
man nature) the tranfports of zeal hurry it 
into the oppofite extreme: to depreciate and 
run down, a rite fo unduely magnified : and, 
whilft pulling it from the high rank it hs^d 
ufurped in religion^ to cafl: it quite out ; and 
to allow it no ufe nor place in it at all. 

The middk'-way betwixt thefe two extremes^ 
is that which is here chofen. It can with no 
reafon be imagined, that a God of infinite 
mercy, who hateth nothing that he hath made^ 
will permit the havings or the wanting^ the 
ceremony of baptifmaUwater ^ to determine 
finally and irrevocably the everlafiing ftaie of 
a dying Infant : or, that for the neglefl: of 
this ceremonial wafhingy (which yet thcr^ In- 
fant could in no wife help) it fhall be doomed 
to everlafting torments amongft devils and 
apoftate fpirits« This be far from the abnighty 
Judge] •. ,,»^.t: * 

The 
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The Baptifm that faves (a) (or, that at alt 
profits any, whether Infant & adult) is not 
the external 'majhing^ but the anjwer 9fa good 
tonfcience-, or the pious and devout fentiooents 
- ivith which that ceremony is perforoied. In 
perfons adult } the religious and fincere affec- 
tions with which they confecrate tbemfehes to 
God : and in Infants ; the unfeigned piety ; 
the gratitude and the faith, with which their 
parents devote them to him. The mcer cerc- 
: mony of applying water is comparatively of 
little moment. 

But, that the Baptifm of Infants is a rite 
ordained of God, and a rite of great advantage 
and ufe in .Religion, the following treatife, it 
isho{>ed, will £bow. In which it isconfider- 
ed, rather as a {landing token^ than as a proper 
infirument or mean^ of God's mercy and grace 
to US; a perpetual memorial \\\^\V^\^ in the 
church, fignifying to believers God's readincfs 
to pour down his fpirit upon them, and his 
bleffing upon their offspring ; not properly a 
canal (as fome affedt to talk) by which thefc 
are conveycd^to'us, % . >. 

The argument from antiquity or apoftolic 
tradition^ has; Hot, perhapg, ; Been often pre- 
fentcd to th?^ public, in fo imlraSted and clear 
a light as its:in[>portance defends. It is, prin- 
cipally for the Take rftbfti'j and to reprefent 
the moral purpofes of Infant-Baptifm, that the 
cnfuing traft appears. 

If 

(a} I Pet. ill. 21, 
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If fentimctitSj on the future tlate oS dying 
'Infants^ may heft :be' thought 'by Yomc, ;tQO 
■freely Aprtilled; they may,-^it is hoped, Ms 
■ 'fidflillted as amj^eSures at leaft, 'upon an ian- 
'itfting ful!^e£t ; up^ which however tbe.Ba{>- 
'ttfm of Iiltiiitts has no eHential dependaoo^, 
'that Teftiflgifeeurely upon other con^eratioae, 
■whatever force be -allowed, to thcfc. 

The authdr delights not in controrerfie, nor 
intends to engage in any, on :tbe.fot^cft,.«f 
'thcfe papers;(inving:feldoai:^en gtxid ariiuig 
from altercations of this kind. But the light 
in -which the^argutftentishercfethavipg been 
-approved by feveta), to whofe judgment'he 
owes gpeatj^dtffference, it k-hcrc -prefcnicd.-tD 
■ pttbiitk vie*(v. .Aff far as itsfpeaks'/m/i, «oay 
-the God o/-<*^wfi!Jfijccced ill -rTohis 4av,oor 
4t-iscommmlh(l€d :-.'and to t;be attcative, pewfal 
-of the'Cftr(didftnd>'finc£rc. 
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THE 

INTRODUCTION. 

A general viffii) of the feveral difpen- 
fations bf. religion with refpeSi to 
Infants. 

I ROM the cxacleft obfervations 
I it appears; that of thofc who 
'' are born into the world, fcarcc 
I a third fart attain to the age 
I even of tnt year. Thou'anis of 
IsFA.NTs every day langui(h 
under grievous diftcmpers; are 
tottured, convulfed, and in piteous agonies give 
up the ghoft. — This, at firft, fcems a very firanga 
difpcnfation \ hardly recpncilcablc with the wif- 
dcm and jujitce, much left with the gcodnefs and 
Mrt-f)»ofGoD. It is fcarce poflible not to aflc— - 
how comes it to pafs, that millions of harmlels 
babes, in whofe frame is difplayed fuch infinite 
ikifli who are fortned with capacities of fuch exalt- 
ed -attainments, both intcliciftual and moral ; wittt 
capacities of an happinels evergrowing, and ever- 
te^ing, in the knowltdge, imitation^ and enjoy< 
B ' Wrc 
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mcnt of God. — How comes it to pals, that they 
only thus glance upon the coafts of life ; are juft 
brought into the world with exquifite pains, moan 
away a few weeks of mifery and difeafe upon it, 
and then in terrible convulfions, fall victims to 
death! What light has God caft upon this dark 
fcene of his providence ? Has he left it quite cover- 
ed with Impenetrable clouds ? And, where the in- 
tcrcft and co»Tifort of fo great a part of his inulli- 
gent creation arc deeply concerned, has he given no 
intimations which may be a folid ground of bopef 
It can never be fuppofed. 

There zTcfour diJpenfationSj under which Reli- 
gion has principally fubfifted fince the fall, viz. 
the difpenfation of the Light of Nature^ the yilra^ 
hamic, the Mofaic, and the Cbrijlian. Now, each 
of ihefe Q^^sfome light upon this awful fcene, and 
z\.\v[\\v\^tr^ feme hope sls to fuffering and dying Infants. 
Let it then be enquired 

Fi RST. What judgment doth Re Asot^, or the 
Light of Nature^ pafs upon their cafe ? There arc 
but two ways, In which Reason can account for 
this procecdure of providence, viz. by fuppofing 
thcfc fuffK:ring Infants to have exifted \n fame former 
flate ; or that they will cxift in fome future. 

Some have imagined, that they have exijied and 
ivijbekaved in a former ftate of being •, and that 
tiieir fuffcrings in the prefent^ arc a correftion or 
punifliment for evils done there. This the Platonic 
philofophy taught : ar)d it feems to have been an 
opinion net uncommon amongft t\\tjews^ in the 
ci.iys of our Saviour. Concerning the man that 
tius born blind^ the difciples, therefore, afk him— 
fiiojler who did fin \ this man^ or his parents •, that he 
was torn blind fa) : But this praexijlence of Infants, 
being a niatter of abfolute UTuertainty •, unfupported 
by any folid or probable grounds j Reason de- 
rives 

(a) John ix. 2. 
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rives its principal facisfadion, from the ruppo(icion 
- of their exiftence in a ftaie after death. *There^ the 
Almighty Rector can give them plcafures and 
entertainments abundantly to counterbalance the 
fuflferiogs of their prtfent ftate. 

This is what Reason, I fay, furmifes and bopes\ 
but cannot certainly conclude.. It wants fome Re- 
VELATiON, fotnc promife from Gou, to give (la- 
bility and vigor to thcfc wavering hopes. And un- 
der all the corfli&s and pains which he fees his 
dying child fufFer, the pious parent has nothing, 
from the Light of Nature^ whereon to truft, but the 
uncovenanted goodneis and mercy of God, Now, 
were it not, in thefe circumftances, a mofl deftreabU 
things that God would give us fome revelation or 
promife cmcerning our Infants? Somt covenant x.0 
alTure us, that they are the objeds of his favour 
and peculiar regard ; and that as they fuffer and 
die in this world, fo they (hall be raifed again to 
life and happinefs in the other ? Was not, I a(k, 
fome fuch r^^a»/, revelation^ or promife^ concern- 
ing w/r Infants, what nature greatly wanted, 
wi(bed. for and defired; and, if God (hould be 
pleafed to grant it, ought it not to be highly valu- 
ed, and mod thankfully received (b) ? Behold I 

B 2 Se- 

(b) T^crc is a very rationai and juft fenfe, in which God 
tnay be faid to efiahlijb his covenant with Infants. For the 
fcripture exprcfsly (ais, G^«. ix. 9, 10, 12. 13. that he ^^i- 
blijhed bis covenant y even, *with the cattle and the fo'wl i fo» 
iemnly engaging no more to drovcn them by a flood. Is there 
any thing firange^ then, or unreajonable^ in God*s edablifbing 
his covenant vsitb Infants ; folemnly engaging to pour his fpirtt 
and biejjtng on them ? Or, that the evils they fuffjr in confe- 
quence QiAdam^% fin, (hall be removed and amply recompenCed 
through the righteoufnels of Chrifif Moll farely not' at all.-- 

Bat, if there is a rational 2sAjuft fenfe, in which God may 
iftabliftf his covenant vjiib Infants ; there is the highell rea* 
fon to frefumi that he adtually has done it, and that they i^re 

taken 
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Secondly. This wc fee done, in the Abra- 
ham ic difpenfation. For as God's covcnant- 
trarifadions with Abraham were the foundation, or 
charier of the churchy which, in after ages, he in- 
tended CO gather, and to ereft amongft men : ib 
he, here, gives pious parents an exprefs promife and 
revelation concerning their Infants. He pro- 
mi fes to be A God to Abraham^ and to his feed \ and 
takfs bis Infants into covenant, together with. 
bimfclf'y commanding the Token of the covencnt to 
be iolcmnly affixed to tbew^ as a (lanHihg teftimonj 
OT Jl^n that Jehovah was their God. See Gen. 
xvii. 7, 8, 10, II, 12, 14. God faid, / rvill 
ejlaili/h my covenant between nte^ and thee (Abraham) 
and thy [eed after thee^ in their generations \ to be a 
God to thee J and to thy feed after thee — and I will be 
THEIR God. This is my covenant which ye /ball 
keep — every man-child among you ^ that is eight days 
oldy fhall be circumcifed. The uncircumcifed man- child 
(hall be cut off from his people. Circumcifion then, 
by God's exprefs command, was affixed to Abra-' 
/&j/;/s Infants, and to //^Infants of ai! fuch as 
believed in iht God oi Abraham^ as a token ef 
his covenant 'j which covenant was, that Jehovah 
wculd be their God. ^ 

Now, when the Almighty covenants and pro^ 
fjfifes to be the God of thefe Infants, what does it 
jrpply ? Undoubtedly fomething great, viz. 
that he will be, in a peculiar manner, their guardian 

and 

taken into Ifis covenant : for if Ke gracioo{!y condefcended to 
tfiahlijh h'n covenant wtb tbt brute creation^ promifing no more 
to deluge thci^ ; and appointed- a Handing token or pfemorUJ of 
this cuvenanc, ifJx. th^ b$win the clouds ; roach more, furely, 
may we hope, tJiat he hath efiahltfifei bis ce/venant alfo nnitb 
Infants, prom i fing to deliver them from the faul confequences 
of the fall ; and that he has appointed a Handing token or fign 
of this covenant, to perj^tuate ip knowledge aqd lemeiQbran^ 
m ihe cKurch* 
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and benefaSor ; that he will take them under the 
efpecial patronage and care of his providence, in* 
flaences of his fpirir, and miniftracion of his an- 
gels ; and that it they died in their Infant-ftatc» 
before any tranfgreffion had put them out of the 
covenant, they (hould certainly be raifed ft) an 
bafpinefs after death. — ^That tbis was the undoubt- 
ed import or meaning of this promife, the fcrip- 
ture hath clearly taught vn.-^-^Now that tbe dead are 
raifed^ Mofes jhevoed at tbe bufaj when be caHetb tbe 
Lord^ tbe God cf Abraham ondjmL God of Ifaac 
(c) &r. And again, God is not ajhamed to be called 
THEIR God ; for be bath prepared for tbem a city 
^d), /. e. an happincls in fome future ftate. And 
again, I will be his God (e), is explained by, be 
%all be my Son : but, whoever is afon of God^ arid 
iies in that relation, will inMMbly be declared or 
^anifefted to be fuch by a glorious refurreBion. Sec 
Rom. viii. 19. Luke xx. 36. 

That this token of the Abrabamic covenant^ aflured 
i refurr^eSiion to future happinefe to zu Infant dyinj 
under ir, may be further proved thus— fupppj 
Dne oi Abrabemf% circumcifed Infants lay languiflv- 
ing under tormenting pains, and gave up the 
ghoft. An infidel ftands by, and feeing tbe Mark 
in its flefli, fcpffin^ly aflcs — what tbat Mark 
means ? He is told, it is a Token of tbe covenant 
into which Jehovah took the child; and by 
v)lncb he folcmnly declared, that he received it as 
his OWN, and engaged to be its God. But what 
gets the child, the iJj/iilf/ demands, by having Je- 
hovah for its God ? Is he not afbamcd xo be called 

THB 

(c) Luke XX. 37, A flate oidiath^ is a flate of fynifiment ; 
GoD''s calling himfelf then, the God of Abraham^ when he 
lay in a ftate of deaths was a clear proof that he would not leaT9 
him always Ko contraue in it. 

(d) Heb. xi. 16. (e) Rev. xxi. 7. 
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THE God of that emaciated, tortured, breathlels 
Infant ? No, it is replied, becaufe be will raife it 
from the deadj and give it happinefs in a future ftate. 
Elfe, indeed, he would be afiutmedto be called the 
God offucb a babe. But. we proceed to confider 

Thirdly. The Mosaic difpenfation \ and thc^ 
farther (Irength which ibis gives to thefe rational - 
hopes. Now, here, we fee another Coy z^^ ant ^ 
befides that of circumcifion^ into which Infants 
ivere taken. Deut. xxix. lo, ii, 12. 2e Jland tbUJ^. 
day^ aU of you^ before the Lord your God ; your^^ 
captains^ your elders j your Li t t l e-on es, your wives^ "a 
that thou Jhouldjl enter into Covenant with lbe%!^ 
hard thy God : that he may eftablijb thee to day for^^ 
A Peop LE unto himfelf\ and that he may be unto thee^r 
A God, as he hath Jivom unto thy fathers^ to Abra — i 
ham', (^c. — So Ezck. xvi. 20, 21. Moreover j thoi 
baft taken tby/onSj and thy daughters^ which ihou haj 
born' UNTO ME ; and thefe baft thou facrificed una 
the Idols : thou haftftain my Children (c). Thus^^ 
our Lord himfelf, when an Infant^ was brought 
into the Temple^ as were all the firft-born Infant- 
JMaleSj 2Lnd there folemnly devoted^ asHoLv, toGoD, 
Luke ii. 22, 23. — Hence then, it is moft evident, 
that the 5'^^«;^ Infants, in confcquence of their 
dedication to God, and adiDlflion into his covenant^ 
were in a peculiar manner his; his property, and 
his children, in a fenfe in which the Infants of the 
idolatrous and uncircumcifed Gentiles were not. But 
of thefe, multitudes, no doubt, died in their Infant 
ftate. What now might be concluded concerning- 
the cafe of fuch ? Undoubtedly this : That, as they 
died in covenant with God, (by which covenant he 

had 

(e) A child, on the day of its circumcifiou^ was wont to be 
called Chat an ^ becaufe it was then confidered as e/pou/etl to 
God, and united to bis people. Vid. Schindler in Verb. Lexic. 
Pent. pag. 677. 
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had engaged to take them fot a people to bimfelf^ to 
acknowledge them as bis children^ and to be to 
them ^God) and as no athantage nor bappinefs was 
given them in this v)orld» at all anfwerable to tbefe^ 
cbitra^ers ; but they miferably languifhed, like all 
other Infants, and at laft died under the primitive 
trondemnation or judgment ; it therefore certainly 
remained, that they "will be raifed again and exift 
in Ibme after ftMie\ where an bappinefi will be given 
them fuitablc to thefe great promifesj and where 
rhey will be treated as the people itid the children of 
God. For elfe, God would plainly feem to have 
Broken bis covtnant ; and the folemn ^nd grand pro- 
■nife of being a God to fuch an Infant^ and of 
Kaking it for h is cbiU^ proves a very mean and in- 
/ignificant thing. 

Thefe arc tlie hmpes whfch Reafon furmifes, and 
'^^hich the fcveral difpenfations both o{ Abraham^ 
sand of Mofes^ ftrongly confirm. We proceed to 
obferve 

Fourthly. How they arc farther brighrned 
^y the difpenfatitk of Jesvs Christ. As this was 
90 be the laft^ and the mofiperfefl difplay of God's 
«nercy to fallen men ; in which the riches of his 
abounding grace were to be moft fully revealed ; it 
^an never be imagined to comejbort^ in any points 
" of the two former difpenfations. Did God take the 
Jnfants of believers into coveiant with himfelf, under 
jibrabam and Mofes \ and command, that as a {land- 
ing token of it, the feal of tbe covenant Ihould be fo- 
Jemnly afiixed to them ; but, under Jesvs bis Son, 
has he made w fucb manifeftation of his merciful 
regard to them ; admitted them viiibly into no co- 
venant ; nor appointed any token that he receives 
them as bis cbildren^ and that he will be to them 
A God ? How utterly unHkefy^ as well as uncomfort- 
able 
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able is the thought. Thanks jo his mercy! We can 
with good alTurance fay, that is not the cafe. — 

No. But when Infants were once, brought XQ,our 
Saviour, to be tnade partakers of the bleffingsof 
bis kingdom ; he openly arid Teverely rebuked bis Dif- 
dplesy and was bigbfy di^leafedvith thtm^ for en- 
deavouring to binder it. . He kindly took them, into 
bis arms \ laid bis bands upon ibem \ and blefjed tbcm y 

and COMMANDED /^tf/ LITTLE ChILDKEJH ^XmU 

hefufferedto come^ i.e. be brought, to bim^ and not 
BE FORBIDDEN ; declaring /i>^ ((ffieb is the king- 
domofGoD rf}t i.e. th^t the/e^ alfo, have a place 
in the kingdom of tbe M^tab^ which was now to 
be iet up \ and a right tp the bleffings which himi- 
felf, the ^^/»(/?^ King, was come t()bc(low. 

At anothef time, he took a little Chil]> 
into bis arms^ and fhewing it to his Difciples, fais, 
ivbofoever Jhall receive one Jucb liltleCbildj ibis Chiid^ 
in my name, receivetb me (g). r^ow the receiving 4^ 
Cbild inCitKisTh'N AMtL muft mean the confider- 
ing, or treating, it as ftanding in fome peculiar' rtla- 
Hon to Chr ist .; as. 7« x^rv «r belonging to Cbrift \ as 
being a fubjedl of bis kingdom. Or a paf t of bis Hock, 
That this is what ^ar Lord means byi receiving in 
fits Name, himfelf has exprefsly (hewn by thus 
explaining it in this fame difcourfe, becaufeye belong 
to Cbryi (hj : ^hofo /hall give yoti a cup of water to 
drink, in my Name, betaufe ye belong to 
Christ, verily I fay unto you^ ^c. Hence, then 
it is moft evident, //&^/ Infants may be, yea are 
to be, received /» Christ's Name ;. and chat by 
this we are to underftand, receiving tbem as be-^ 
longing or ftanding in Tome peculiar relation,, to 
CHRist; but in this peculiar relation to Christ 

an 

(0 Mat Xix. 14. M^. Xi 14. hM^c xviii. 16. 
(g) Mat. xviii. 5. Mark ix. 37. Luke ix. 48. 

(hj Mark ix. 41. 
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an In FA KT can no other wife (land than by being 
filemnfy devoted to him, and admitted into his king- 
dom and church. 

And, that Infants were to be admitted into 
the kif^dom of the Messiah ^ or into that incarpo* 
rated ficiety of which he is the bead, is quite ratio- 
nal to prefume : for as they flood in abfolute needo( 
the redemption or grace which Messi ah, the kitig^ 
came to beftow on mankind ; and as provifion was 
made by the covenant of God for their aSual re- 
ceiving it ; fo there was the flrongefl reafon to ex- 
ped, that they would be folemnly acknowledged^ and 
declared to be a part of that fociety or church which 
ibould be thus UeJJed and faved by him. In other 
words, that as they were condemned through the 
r ^RST Adam and treated 2&finners \ fo they Ihould 
\»juftified through the second Adam and treat- 
ed as righteous. But, if they were to be treated as 
rigbteousy and to be fiknmly declared a part of that 
fociety, or church, whom Christ came to favc\ 
they were, then, to be baptized \ for Baptifm was 
the ceremouy in which alJ, who by God's covenant 
had a right to falvation, were to be admitted into 
the church, and folemnly declared co be of the num- 
\^i dl the fiived^ 

That, in the eye of the cbrifiian law^ Infants 
arc actually under ^ fentence of condemnation and con« 
fidercd asfinners^ by being made to fuffer death the 
puqifliment and effcdt ot fin, cannot be denied. 
Ey one man fin entered into the worlds and death by fin ^ 
and fo death faffed upon all, for that («? *», ad quod^ 
as far as which) or (per quern through whom) all 
arc treated as if they had finned (i). Rom. v. 12. 

C By 



(>) Imfmty i»d ^» are y^ry frequently iifed la fcripture, 
where not any real guile or xngial ciurpitude is xQ.anc, but only 

the 
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By one matCs offence judgment came upcn all men td 
condemnation, ver. i8. By one nuufs offence many were 
madejinners. vcr. 19. In Adam all diCj i Cor. xv. 
22. Though Infants are incapable of any mond 
or proper guilt, yet as in the wife fcheme of God's 
providence they are at prefent fubjedled to innu- 
merable p(uns^ difeafesj and deaths the penal effeds 
of Sin, through the difobedience of /1dam\ they 
are, agreeably to the ftyle of fcripture, faid to 
have finned^ and to he tnade^ i.e. treated as, Jm^ 
ners. 

Now, the fame difcourfe of the Apoftle^ which 
reprefents them as condemned and Suffering through 
Adam •, reprefents them alfo ^juflified zndfaved 
by Jesus Christ. For, as ly the offence of one 
(Adam) Judgment came upon all men to condemna- 
tion 5 ev^n fo by the rigbteoufnefs of one (Ch r istJ the 
free gift came upon all men to juftification of life : for as 
by the difobedience of one^ many were made finmrs 5 fo 
by the obedience ofone^ fhaJl many be made righteous (k). 
As much as to fay, the falutary ^eSs of the fecond 
Adam^s virtue, are as extensive as the penal ones 
of the firft Adanf% fin : or, as the malignity of that 
firft offence reached even to Infants, fubjeftrng 
them to death ; fo the benefit of Christ^s obedi- 
ence reaches alfo to Infants^ juftifying, abfolving, 
and reftoring them to life. It procures for and 
gives to them that Spirit of Hfe^ which releafcs 

and 

the effeSs or the punijhment of fin. See Gen, sdx. 1$. 1 Sam, 
xxviii. 10. 2 Kin, vii.-$. Jfa^ liii. 6» 11, 12. i Pet/vL 24. 
2 Cor.v, 21. He^, ix. 28. And tbb faggeHs an e^, znd, 
doubdefs, the true fenfe of that much controverted text^ P/a/. 
li . 5 . / ivas Jbafen /« I ni Qu i T y , and /» S i N did my mother 
conceive me: alluding to the ^/V/^r Sorrows in which, in 
confeqiience of thefrfi Sin, {Gefr. iii. 16.) tilt WOOKID n ktt- 
tenced to conceive and h bring forth* 
Q^ Rom. v. 18, 19, 
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and fets them free from the law of fin and death. 
Now of GoD*s giving, and of men's receiving this 
iife-giving Spirit, the iaptifmal tpaUr is the ap- 
pointed ioien, or embkm^ in the church. 

This the fcripture plainly intimates, by (aying 
Tit. iii. 5. We are saved, by the wajhing of regene- 
ration (i. e. Baptifm, the fign) and by the renewing of 
the Holy Ghost (the thing fignified in that cere- 
monial wafliing) which be bath Jhed (c^^xctr poured 
out) upon us abundantly^ through J efus Cbrift our 
Lord. 

From this djfcourfc of the Apoftle {Rom. v.) 
the following dedudtions evidently flow, i . That 
in the conftrudion of the Chriftian Law, Infants 
are, mod certainly, ia sl &^tt of condemnation^ and 
arc treated Sisjhmers. 2. That they are, therefore, 
capable of juftification or romiffion, and (land in 
abfiilute need of it ; in as much as, without it, they 
muft eternally lie under the fcntence of death. 3. As 
they are capable of this grace, and ftand in abfolute 
^eedof it •, escprefs provifion is made, in the conftitu- 
cion of the Gospel -Coven ANT, for their being 
^ujiified and faved. But 4. All who by the Gofpel- 
Covenanr are entitled to Juftification^ falvation, and 
iife^ are entitled alfo 10 Baptifm\ for Baptifm is a 
rite, inftitutcd by God, to fignify or betoken that 
thofe, who are entitled to the bleflings of his co* 
Tenant, fhall certainly receive them. 

The Baptifm of Infants^ viewed in this light, is a 
very rational inftitution. The great Parent of 
mankind having, in the wifdom of his providence, 
fubjefted fo vaft a part of the race to mifcrics and 
pains through no default. of their own j it was quite 
reafonable p believe, that his mercy would appoint 
them fome teftimony of his favour, fome monument 
or pledge that he had not abandoned this noble part 
pf his creation to the ruin and death under which 

C 9 they 
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they were fallen. That, as they continually Aif- 
fercd the vifible tokens of his difplcafure in a variety 
of tormenting agonies; fo, he would gracioufly 
ordain them alfo feme vifible token of his good*will, 
fome perpetual artd (landing Jign^ of his ftill ac- 
counting them his childrenj and that they were 
yet the objcds of his tender and parental regard. It 
was perfectly ju(l, I fay, and reafonable to iom- 
gine, that iht great Parent of thcfe tortured and 
lufFcring innocents^ whenever he erefted a cbmxb 
upon earth, would appoint fome (uch Jlanding tokm 
of his mercy and favour to them. Now this, we 
ftc, he did under the two former difpenfacions, 
both of Abraham and of Mcfes : and great confo- 
J.uion ir, doubtlefs, gave their pHOus parents under 
thcfe difpenfations, when they law them langUifb- 
ing in extreme pains and giving up the ghod, to re- 
fled upon iht folcmn token by ^\i\c\i //&^ Almighty. 
had accepted them as his ehildren^ and had promif- 
cd to be iheirGoD. But, can it ever be conceiv- 
ed, that the difpenfation of Jesus Christ is Je^ 
feSHve in this important point ! That it, herein, 
comes behind, and is inferior to both the former ! 
That it has no fuch flandmg token of God*s mercy 
to condemned Infants, nor any rite by which he 
vifibly admits them ww, as he formerfy did, into 
his family or church 1— -Is he a God in covenant to 
the Abrabamic^ and to the Jewijh Infants only, 
and not to Christian Infants alfo? With great 
affurance we can fay, to Chrijiian Infants alfo (1). 

And 



(1) Wc nre not to imagine, th^Lt al/ In/ant.s (lying fuch, but 
tjiofe 6{ believers^ or al^ which die unbaptized; willbe anmhi^ 
iated or never rife again : but the fuperlor advantage to belUven 
Infants, above others, is, i. That with refpedl to tbifif Goq 
has been pleafed to lay himfelf under a more iparticular covmant 
ox fromife of a refurre£tion to a future haippinefs ; whereas the 

other 
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Afid sts it thus evidently appear^ that, in the 
original conftrudlion and frame of bis churchy pro- 
^ifion wa3 made that the Infants of God's people 
Ihould be admitted into his covenant. So, it may 
be added — that fuch zfolemn dedication^ as is made 
in Baptifm, of an Infant by its parents to God 
the Su PRE AM Parent, feemstobcamoft natural 
and raiioml fervicc : a fcrvice which a pious mind 
can fcarce poffibly forbear. Haying received fo 
great a gift and trull from the almighty fivereign^ 
how natural and proper is it, that foon upon its 
birth, and while a fenfe of the obligation is yet 
warm upon the heart, he (hould make fome fokmn 
acknowledgment that he has received it from God ; 
ihould openly devote it to him, and lay himfelf un- 
der a 7&rr^^ vow to educate it religioufly, and bring 
It up in his fear ! Is not this, evidently, a becom- 
ing 

/Other are left more to his uncwenanted mercy. And 2. Their 
jcircumftances in a future JIate may agreeably to all the moral 
^^eriedions of Gop, be fuppofed more hapfy and advantageous 
^lian theirs who were never thus folemnly devoted to him. It 
l>eing an evident and idlportant part of the fcheme of God's 
xxioral governmeott that great biefliogs and favours ihall be 
iconferred uj^ ]^Mw, in cooleqoence and as a reward of the 
^rnell and fmcere prayeri aad ipiety ^ others. 

All rational creatures, there it reafon- to believe, are, fome 
^Dvhere or other^ placed in t ftate of difeipUme or probation ; be- 
fore they pafs intq a ftate of fixed ^nd unalterable blifs. Hea* 
^en iifclf was, if it be not at prefent, ^flate of trial to Angels. 
Infants dying fuch, therefore, there is ground to prefume, pafs 
into fuch a ftate. Now, as in our prefent Jiate of trial, fome 
are placed in circumftances far more advantageous and fevoarable 
than others : fo, probably, is it in the fiate to which dying In* 
Jants pafs. Abraham'^ polterity were put in circumllances more 
^vourable, for attaining virtue and happinefs^ than other na- 
tions of the earth, on account of their father'' h piety. The 
fame may be juftly hoped as to the dying Infants of good men ; 
who, according to GoD*s command, have hetn folemnly devoted 
to him, whom he hath acknowledged for his children, and to 
^hom he hath, by a iacred covenant, promifedto b( a Goo. 
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ing temper and dUieH^ upon receiving Tach a truft ? 
Would it not naturzliy hive a good influence oa 
the conduft of the parent, with regard to his child } 
difpoHng him cichcr to rej^n it more chearfully^ if 
taken from him by death ; or to train it up more 
rcIigiouCly if its life be continued ? And might it 
not be hoped, that God would graciouQy accept 
and reward the piety of fuch a parent, with ptcti- 
Bar hUffinps on fuch a child ? 

But, from this general view of the feveral difpen- 
fations of religion with refpcA to Infants^ from 
which their right to £0^i/}» maybe llronglypr^- 
jiimed.- — We proceed farther to cftablifli it by clear 
and direct proofs. 
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ARGUMENT I. 

The firfl argument fWl be preiaited 
under the following proportions. 




^ T is an monttfiibU faa^ that the 
Infants efbeUeverSt were, in for- 
I mer dirprnfatiotis or ages of the 
I church, taken together with their 
' parcnts/s/ofavmiff/ tt>i/i>GoD(and 
had, by his cxprcfs command, a facramenf or rttt 
given them, a&atektn that Jehovah was their 
God ; and that in conlequence hereof; he counted 
ihem for HIS children, and as (landing in 2i peculiar 
relation tohimfeif. Gen.xvii. 7, 10, 11, iz. Deut. 
xxix. 10, II, 12. Ezek. xvi. 20, 21. See thefe 
.icriptures already cited, pag. 4, 6. 

II. When rAaklvt KUTi ef hiUeven were thus 
tahn into covenant, it was certainly, a great 
Privilege, a /dwfir or ^nra/ moft thankfully to 
be received. 

For, by this token, the most high obliged 
himfelf and covenanted to be the God of that 
Infant. And wiiat that implies, fee before ex- 
plained, pag. 4, 5. Now 

III. If this grtet FriVilb oe was once grmiteS 
by Gon to his church, it is a frmlegt still yu^ 



l6 The Moral Purpofes and Ufc 

J^ingy and is now in oEtual znA fuU ioxzt^ if it he 
not been revoked. But 

IV. This privilege or grant has never hec^ 
REVOKED. No fucb revo€ati(m^ nor any fhadov^ 
of it, appears in the whole book of God. 
fore 

V. The Infants of believers having sTii,t 
right to their anlient unrepealed privilege^ 
being admitted with their parents into covena 
with God, and of having its token applied to the 
it hence neccflarily follows, that they have rig_ 
to CbriHiim Bapiifm ; for Baftifm is now the onl 
appointed tohn or ceremony of admilTion. 

Thefe propofitions, it is humbly apprehendec:^^ 
amount to a defmnftraiioH of the point in debat^^ 
Which of them can be denied ? Will any man iay* 
I. That the Infaitt €f believers, in the former age^ 
of the church, ^xfire not taken, with their parentr 
into covenant with God v bad not, by his txpte6 
command, 2^facfament or rite given them in token 
that Jehovah was their God *, and that, in goivi 
Sequence of this, they were not confidered and 
treated as being in a peeuliar manner his? Thia na 
man will affirm. Will it then be faid, 2. That 
tins J though it was granted to the Infants of gcK)d 
men of old, was really no priviiege nor fawwr to 
them P Neither durA any man aflert tJhis. Can it 
be urged then, 3. That this privilege,^ tbovgb 
granted antienHy to the church, and enjoyed hy it 
ma^ 0iges, docs not, now, continue to it \ nor 
ought, NOW, to be enjoyed by it) though it beat 
the fame time acknowledged not ta have Ipeen re* 
pealed? Abfurd to imagine! Will it be faid then, 
4. That this antietoc /rivf^^ or jn»r/ has, indeed, 
been rofeakd? Let /i{^^ Repeal be (hcwiiy aivi 

the 
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the pbiht Ihall be given Up. Thi^re appears no fuch 
Repeal, nor any thing like it, in the whole fa- 
cred fcriptures: on the contrary, there appear 
many things, as will prefently be feen, abundant- 
ly to confirm this invaluable privilege ; and to 
Jlrenztben and efilarge'it. And, indeed, it were the 
height ofabfurduy to imagine, that Jesus Christ 
came to cui Jbori the privileges of the church, in 
any (ingle point ; land to caft the cbildren oftdievers 
out of God's covenant, who before were taken in- 
to it. — 

It being impofllble to deny, then, that the In- 
fahis of believers have still a right to their an- 
iient unrbpealed privilege^ of being admitted 
with their parent's into God's co^snani^ and of 
having its token applied to them.— <-The confe- 
t}uence is inevitable.— That they have then a right 
to Baptifm, the appointed token of God*s covenatit, 
and the only initiatory rite by which pcrfons arc now 
admitted into it. 

The point is farther proved, thus. 
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ARGUMENT II. 

From ?j&^ Abraham I c Covenant. 

Q^HE covenant which God made with Abraham^ 
and with his Seed, Gen.xvii. (into which bis 
infants were taken, together with bimfelfy by the 
rite of ctrcumifitnL) that covenant^ 1 fay, is the 
very same which we art now under, even the 
thrifiian or gofpel covenant ; and Abraham, in that 
tranfadion, adted and is confidered under the cha- 
raftcr of our Father, the Father oi us believing 
Gentiles: the Original grants, therefore, and pri- 

D vilcgca 
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vileges of that covenant muft neceflarily belong j(a 
us, believing Gentiles ^ his Seed. — Now it was an 
mdifputable grant or privilege of that covenant^ that 
Infants fhould be received, together with tlieir 
parents, into it ; and folemnly pafs under its fa- 
crament or fed. This grant, therefore,, or privi- 
lege, in behalf of ^«r Infants, we, believing Gen* 
tileSf may now confidently claim. 

Th^t We, believing Gentiles^ are ibe Se£d really 
included and intended in that covenant ; and that 
ylbrabam^ in tlrat tranfaAion, was confidered as 
OUR Father — is a point adlually, and moft clear- 
ly, determined by St. Paul. For in two feveral 
cpiftles (Rom. iv. and Galat, iii.) where he is ex- 
plaining the nature and extent of the cbrijiian or 
gofpel covenant^ he quotes this covenant made with 
. Abraham (Gen. xvii.) refers to it, and reafons from 
it, and fetches arguments thence to prove, that 
Believers from among the Gentiles zve^ under 
the cbrijiian difpenfation, to bt fellow-beirs with tbe 
Jews^ and are tbe real Seed of Mrabam intend- 
ed in tbat covenant. See Rom. iv. 9. — particular- 
ly ver. 16, 17. Tberefore it (i.e. the blcffednefe, 
or juftification, of the Abrabamic covenant) is of 
Faith, tbat it migbt be by grace % to tbe end the 
Promise migbt be fure to a-ll the Seed ; not to 
tbat only wbicb is of th^ Law, but to tbat alfo wbicb 
is of tbe Faith of Abrabam^ who is tbe Father 
OF us ALL, (i.e. of believing G^«//7^j as well as 
Jews,) as it is written (Gen. xvii. 5.) I bave made 
thee a Father t?/* many Nations. 

Exprefsly to the fame purpofc, tbe Apojile alfo 
affures us, Galat. iii. 7. That tbey wbo are or 
Faith (Believers) tbe fame are t-az Children 
^'Abraham. And ver. 29. ^5^ j^ ^r^ Christ^s 
(i.e. Believers) /i&^«^r^^^ Abraham's Seed, and 
heirs according to tbe promife. And again ver 16, 17. 

tbat 
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shot to jJbrabdm^ and to his Seed, vdch tht fromfe^ 
maJci (which Seed he proves to be all true be.^ 
Jievers f ukcn in a colleftive fenfe as the body of 
Cbriji i and adds) ; now this I fay^ that the ccve^ 
Tiant which was confirmed before of God //^Christ ; 
(«? xfiTQV refpcdling Chrift^ or true believers) the 
Law, which was 430 years after cannot disan- 
nul, thdt it fhould make the Promise cf no Ef- 
fect. — Now that the promifes^ or covenant, here re- 
ferred to, which the Apoflle affirms to be still in 
^orce^ and not to be difannulled, mull bcr, and is 
this covenant, (Gen. xvii.) into which Infants 
were taken by a vijible rite, is moft evident ; be- 
caufe, this is the only covenant, in which God 
ever made and confirmed promifes to Abraham and 
to bis feed. 

Seeing, then, it is incontcftable — that we be- 
lieving Gentiles, are the Seed intended in that co* 
venant\ it follows, that we have an undoubted right 
to Aj-L its privileges and grants ; confcqucntly, to 
the admiffwn of our Iufasts into it; and confe- 
quently, to their pafling under its token ox Jign. 

This token oxjign was originally circumcifion : but 
when God fent his fen into the world further to ex- 
plain and confirm this covenant, and to publiffi it 
to all nations, he was pleafed to alter its token, or 
initiating rite, from circumcifion 10 Baptifm : partly, 
perhaps, as circumcifion was a painful and bloody 
rite, and obnoxious to great reproach and con» 
tempt amongft the G<f«//7«-, but, principally, bc- 
caufe botbfexes were now to be alike vijibfy received 
into the covenant-, and under this new difpenfation 
of it, there was to be neither male nor female, Galat, 
iii. 28.(m). 

D 2 Thus 

(m) Th^t circumcifion is abolifhed. is acknowledged by all ; 
but the Abrabamic covenant ilill fobfiiling, and being no other 

tham 



« 



20 The Moral Purpofes and Ufe 

Thqs then (lands the qrguflHnt^ in (hort*— ^ ^e 
are Christ's (Believers) tbfn are ctrr Abr4|lm*s ^ 
Seep, (Gal. iii. 29.) but, if we are ytkrabanfs 
Seed, we have then a right to all the granfs imi 
privileges of that covenant which God made with 
Abraham^ and wiib his Seed: but the Admis- 
sioN of his lNrANT$, together with bimfelf^ wa9 
an indifputable grani or privilege of that covenant : 
therefore, 9s it was given x.o4brabam our Father^ 
it mufl: neceflarily remain and endure to vs h is 
Seep (n). 



f*'^ 



AllGUMENT m. 

From the Commission, 



A Third argument for admitting Infants i$ Bap- 
tifm^ may be drawn— r-from the fenjk in which 
/i^ Apostles, when fent ionYi ta baptifi^ would 
naturally and even neceffarily underftand their conh 
tnijjion. Go teach (ii^Bnrtuffoch difciple or profe- 

lyte) 

th^n the go/fel covenant, and of this go^i covenant it being 
ecknowledged that Bapti/m is now the appoioted token ovfign ^ 
\i hence evidently follows, that Bapti/m now fucceeds in the 
ropm of circufHcifion, Accordingly it is called the chrifii^M 
circumpfion, ox circumcifion ofChrifi* Col. ii. ii, 12. 

(n) Infants are not baptifed as being themselves tl^ Sqid 
if Abraham ; but as being the Children, or Property, of thofe 
iK^ho are the Seed rf Abraham, For as Abraham^ Faith bropght 
not biinfeif oxi\y , but his Infants together with him, into th^ 
Co'venant if GoD : So the Faith oi Abraham^ s Sfed (Believers) 
brings not them/elves only,- bat their Infants together with, 
them, into the same Co'venant: elfe the C^i/^niiir/ would not 
be eltablifhed in the fame manner to bis Seed, as it was to. 
Abraham himftlf ; which ye^ is plainly pomifedj Qtn, Xfxu 
% 10, 11. 
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lytCj ALL NaTIQNS baptizing THEM (o). It 

NfH^s ||^ enquired, in what fmfe they would under- 
. fland this commijfm? Whether^ as authorizing them 
to baptife only the betieving aduh: or, to give this 
token of GoD*s covenant <j^ to the Infants of 
fuch tjeliever^ ? The commiffion is delivered in fuch 
gemral term as not certainfy to determine this« If 
jiny part olf it can be faid to occlude Infants, it mud 
be the wor^i teach (p). But fuppofe it had been 
faidr— jfo teacb^ proiclyte, aU nations circumci- 
fsi VG them. — Would not the Apofiks^ without any 
farther warrant, have naturally and juftly thoaghr, 
that upon profelyting the Gentile parent and circum- 
cifiog him, hiS" Infants alfo were to be circum- 
cifed > Or, if a divine command had been given 
to the twelve patriarchs *oi old, to go into Effpi^ 
Arabia^ &c. and teach them the God cf Abra- 
ham^ circurrkctjing them. — Would they not, muft they 
not, have undcrftood it as authorizing them to 

Eerform jhis ceremony, not upon the parent only, 
ut alfo upon the Infants of fuch as believed in 
the Gqd of Abraham ? Without all queftion they 
would. 

Hence then it is plain, that the word, teacb^ 
(difciple or profelyte) concludes nothing, certainfy^ 
jagainft Infants ^^wr^ admitted^ with their believ- 
ing parents, into God*s covenant by Baptifm. 
But, if the word, teafh, does not necefiarily ex- 
clude In/ants ; let us fee, whether there are not 
ilich circuni/iances atteivding this commiffion, as 
wpuld naturally and even hecefiarily lead the Apof 

ties 

• 

(p) Mj^. xxyiii. 19. 

(p) Thp word rendered ieaeb {fjLtgSHTtuoolfi) io the iptli verfe, 
is not fhi famt with chat in 4ie next verfe, t04tchi9g them to 
tt/irvf ail things — (fT/Ztf^oylf^) but is of a more large and 
compribenfive fignificatlon, and i« better tendered XQfrofihtt or 
dijoflu ^ 
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tks to apprehend Infants to be affualfy inclu- 
,p£D therein. 

Now, here let it be confidered — who the pcr- 
fons were, to whom the commijfion was given ? They 
were Jews \ maty who had been educated in the 
knowledge of that covenant, which God had made 
with jibrabam and their fatbtrs \ and who knew it 
to be ST 1 L L in ferct. — Meny who had feen, that 
in all covenant-tranfaAions, betwixt God and his 
churchy the lnv ASTS of believers had alwaj/s been 
admitted, together with their parentSy and pafied 
under the fame initiating rite. — Afe«, who appre- 
hended this their admiffion to be a great privilege or 
favour to them ; and knew, or were to be fbon in- 
formed, that the Gentiles {all nations) were now to 
be taken into a joint-participation of all the privi- 
leges of the Jewijb church \ to be grafted into the 
fame olive tree \ and to be joint-heirs with them of 
ALL their religious immunities or grants. — They, 
moreover, knew it to be the confianty immemorial 
fraHice of the church, that when any Gentile was 
taught (profelyted to the worlhip of the God of 
Ifrael) himfclf was baptifedy and all his Infants were 
baptifed with him, and thefe Infants were called 
profelytes. Further, they were men extremely y^<a- 
lous and tenacious of their antient rites. — They had 
feen alfo, under their lawy by God's exprefs com- 
mand^ children of a month old and upwards enrolled 
in the temple regifter -, and entered, as minifters 
to Aaron, as doing the fervice of the tabernacUy and 
as keeping the charge of the fanSluary (p). — They had 
been, often, witnejjes to the kind regard their 
mailer had fhewn to little children ; and had been 
once feverely rebuked by hjm for hindering their 

being 

■ 

(p) Numb. jii. 6, 7, 8, 28. And claimed by Gop as his 
SERVANTS. Levic. XXV. 4i> 42. 
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being brought to receive his benediflion ; and faw 
him laying his bands on ibem^ and folemnly declaring 
them to be fuhjeSs of bis kingdom. — Further, they 
knew that Baptifm was appointed as a token from 
God of the remijfwn of finy or oi jujiification \ and 
that Infants were in the eye of the chriftian law 
treated as Jinners^ and under a fcntence of condimna- 
tion.-^Fmally : they knew that Christ came, not 
to lejjen or abridge the privileges of God's cbtircb 
(of which this admiffton of Infants was confclfcdiy 
one) but to beigbten and to enlarge them. — Let thcfc 
fcvcral circumjiances be impartially weighed, and 
then let any man fay — whether, as the commiffvm 
will admit of a favourable and a large fenfe, fo as 
to include Infants, the apofiles would not naturally^ 
and even necefjarifyy fuppofe them comprehended . 
therein? And whether, there was not a moft 
ftrong, .and moft manifeft necefftty^ if Christ in- 
tended that Infants (hould not be included in it, • 
that he (hould have exprefsly excepted them ? 

The commiffion viewed in tbis^ which is its proper 
and true ligbi^ is fo far from concluding any thing 
againji the baptizing Infants, that it ftrongly fa- 
vours and fupports it. For fince, it is delivered 
in fuch general terms as to be capable of admitting 
Infants 5 and fince, from the above circumjiances^ 
the apoftles would naturally and unavoidably un. 
derftand it as intending their admiffion \ it follows,^ 
that our Lord's /fewr, as to tbefe^ is a ftrong and 
moft manifeft prefumption in their favour; and 
that his not excluding^ or excepting^ them from the 
cbriftian covenant, is, in all equitable conftru&ion, 
a permijfwn or order that they fhould be admitted in- 
to ic< 
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ARGUMENT IV. 



Shall be dr-awn^ from the evident And 
CLEAR Consequences of other pajfaget 
of Scripture. 

I. TN Rom. xi. the Apojlle^ difcourfing of the cx- 
-*• clunon of a chief part of the Jews from the 
vijible church of God, and the reception of theGeh- 
tiles in their ftead \ fpeaks of it under this figure^ 
vcr. 17. /Ind if fome of the branches (the Jews) be 
broken off^ and thou (a Gentile) being a wild olive-tree^ 
wer*t grafted in among fi them^ and w i t h t h fi m par^ 
takefi of the root and fatnefs of the olive tree \ boaji 
not^ Qc. Here let it be noted, i. The olive- tree^ 
isthe Abrahamic covefumt or church i from which, 
the unbelieving Jews are caft out; and into which, 
the believing Gentiles are taken in their ftead. 2, The 
root and fatnefs of this olive-tree, of which the ;»* 
grafted branches partake, are the religious privileges 
or grants^ belonging to that covenant or church. 
Now 3. It was a very valuable and indifputalle jpri- 
vilege of that covenant, that the faith of a parent 
grafted his children^ together with himfelf into that 
alive-treej i.e. admitted them into the churchy or 
into a covenant-relation to God, Therefore 4, The 
unbelieving Jew being cut off from this root, and 
the believing Gentile fucceeding, and being 
grafted into his room, and partaking jointly with 
the natural branches of all their church-privileges, 
immunities, and grants, he muft Undoubtedly par- 
take of T H I s privilege too. 

What 



in Religion of Infant Baptifnl. 2 5 

"What part of this argument can poffibly be dc- 
tiled ? Will it be faid^^-that the faith of a parent 
did not graft bis Children, together with him-^ 
j€{f^ into the vijibk churchy before the coming of 
Christ ? No— Or, that this was not a privilege? 
^o— Can it be urged then, that believing Gen- 
7 1 L Es are riot now taken in to be 'S.vyKmes^m ms 
#«S«« Joint-Part-akers of the root (r), i.e. of^ 
^he church-privileges and grants which the unbe* 
iieving Jew bath loft? This were highly abfurd : 
fvor they are exprefsly declared, by the apojlle (s), 
no be StO'«^po»oiuo/ Fellow-Heirs ; T^uffffmyLo. of 
^he SAME Body ; and %Myiii.n(m\ tw iTaj/^A/Af 
Joint-Partakers of the promt fe. 

The argument, then, moft clearly and ftrongly 

concludes for the ^ftbU admiffion of the Infants of 

Selieving GtiiTiLzSj together with themfelvcs, in- 

no the covenant and church of God. Is be the 

<3oD of the Jews only ? Is he not alfo of the Gbn* 

TILES? A God, in the fame manner ^ in the fame 

latitude and extent^ to us, as he was to them? 

"Yes \ he is, undoubtedly, thus d God to believing 

<Jenti LES alfo. Accordingly Ifaiah^ fpeaking of 

xhc Cbrijiian difpenfation, or the ftate of the church 

lender /Z|^ Messiah, fais, that not on]y believers 

ihould be efteemed the feed of the bleffed of ths Lordf 

(or the bl^ed feed of the Lord ) but alfo, their 

Ofspring together with them (t). 

IL From our Saviour's own words^ Mark x. 14. 
Sifffer the little Children to come unto me and 
forbid them not^ for of fucb is the kingdom of Gov. 
And John iii. 5. Except any one (T/s) is- bom of wa- 
ter and of the fpirit^ he cannot enter into the kiyigdom 
of Gov. From thefe two paffages, I fay, put to- 

^ E gcthcr, 

. m. 

(r) Rom. xu 17. (s) Epk iii. 6« (t) Ifa. Ixv. 23* 
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gcther, the right of Infiuus to Bapdfm may be alfo 
clearly inferred. For in cfte^ they are declared 
achially co have a place ia God's kingdom or church j 
and yet into ibis kingdom or church, tbe other ^ as 
exprefsly fays, non£ can be admined without being 
haptifei. 

The kingdom ^/God, in the gofpel, denotes, ei- 
ther the v^c^ie church on earth ; or the irmfihle one 
in heaven. Anfwerable to thefe, there is a two- 
fold regcncrcticVj namely, a being bom again of 
waUr'{i.e. bapcifcd, which is therefore called the 
uajbing of regeneration^ Tit. iii. 5.) which admits 
into the vifibU church ; and, a being bom^ again of 
the fpirit Tcalicd the renewing of the Hofy Gboft^y. 
which admits into the wvifbk. Now, in wtMch 
foever of thefc fenfcs the expreffion is here taken, 
it (Irongly concludes for the Baptifm ^Infants. 
For 

1. If, by Hit kingdon$ of GoDj be meant the itf- 
Jible church on earth ; our Lord^ by faying offucb 
is tbe kingdontf declares that Infants are to be Gon- 
fidered as having a place in this kingdom^ 1. e, as 
being members of that boify, fociety^ or cbureb^ 
which he, as Messiah, came to rule and to fave. 
Bur, if they are to be confidered as a part of this 
kingdom^ ov vi/ible churchy they are, then, to he bap- 
tifed^ or iom again of water, for this is the onfy ap- 
pointed rice of entering into il. Or 

2. If, by the kingdom of God, we underftand 
the invijhle church in heaven ; into that Infants 
cannot enter, except they are iom again of tbe fpirit y 
i.e. regenerated, quickened, and raifed from the 
dead (u). But, it they are capable and proper 

fub- 

I. 

(u) A rtfurre^ion from the dc^ is frequently fpokcn of inr 
fcripture as a bcirig horn again^ or a regeneration. Vid. Rom« 
i. 4. Luke XX. 30. Mat. xix. 28. Ads xiik 33, Rom. viii. 
29. L'ol. i. iS. HebrL 
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lubjcdls of a regeneratim by the Sp i rit, they muft 
be alfo of Baptifm ; for the bapiifmal water is no- 
thing elfe but the appointed token or emttem of this 
regenerating ^/W/. Seeing then, that God grants 
them the thing Jignified^ viz, the renewirfg of the 
Hoi] Gboft } it can never be thought his will, that 
the Jign or token be denied them, viz. the voafbing 
of regeneration^ or Baptifm. 

The argument, then, isconclufive, in whatever 
fenfe we take, the kingdom ofGon. For our Lord 
having, in one place, declared that the little 
Children Jbottld be brought to him^ becaufe of ^v ch 
is the Kingdom: and in another, that except any 
cne is bom of water^ baptifed, he cannot enter into 
ibis Kingdom— it moft evidently follows — that 
Infants are capable of being born again of water^ or 
baptifed ; becaufe, elfe, they could not enter into 
this kingdom, into which our Lord here exprefsly 
' declares, they do enter^ and are admitted (w). 

It cannot be here faid — that the words of such 
«— are ta be underftood, n9tof Infants in year s^ 
but of perfons of a childlike and humble dijpojition. 
Becaufe, this would reprefent our Lord's conduct 
as extremely abfurd. For, why (hould he be very 
.angry with his difciples, for iox}S\Ad\n^ Infants in 
ytars to be brought to him, becaufe oi grown per- 

E 2 fens 

(w) The word&, John iii. 5. thus interpreted, are a very 

.peitment and jaft rebuke of iVrVM/^OT»i*9 cowardice. It is as 
though our Lord had faid — *' Except you have the courage to 
" profefs openly my religion, fignified by your fubmiffion to 

/' the ceremony of B^ptifm^ you cannot be a member of my 
'' 'oifibU church on earth : and, notwithftanding your difant 
*• frotai Abraham^ 1f ybvi are not born of an hightr principle, 

.*• even of the fpirit^ or Holy Gboft i your mind will be never 
** raifed to that ftate of purity and moral redkitude, nor your 
** hfidyXo^iS^t incorruptibility, -fpirituality and life, which is 
**^ va^fS^ry to your admiflion into my invlfilii {dngdom in 

-••heaven.'' 
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fons of an humble difpolition his kingdom confift- 
cd ? There is no juft connexion betwixt his great 
diJpUafiire at them for keeping Infants from him j 
and his giving, as the reafon of it, that to quite 
fiifferent fubjeiisj meek and humble perfons, his 
kingdom belonged. According to this interpre- 
tation, our Lord might rationally have done the 
fanie, had lambs or doves been going to be prefcnt- 
.pd to him ; he might have been very angry with 
thofe whoftiould have/<?r^/rfthem, and have faid-^ 
/uffer them fo be brought^ for of such, i. e. of per- 
fons of a meek {^nd harmlefs temper, is the kingdom 
pfGoD {^). 

Finally: let it be added— that as our Lor© 
took tbefe Infants into his arms^ laid Bis bands upon 
and blejjed themy it hence appears — that Infants are 
CAPABLE of the divine influence^ benediSion^ and 
tbe operations 0f the holy Spirit. Now wfeat 
are tbefe^, but the v^ry /i&r>gj principally intended 
to be reprefented by the baptifmal water ? Though 
our Lord did OPt pour water on them^ putting up 
^ prayer for them ; he performed a religious ciere- 
moity on them equally folemn, and of much^ (Per- 
haps, exaiify) the fame purport ; he laid bis bands 
upon tbem^ and prcrfed^ which was an aft of religious 
v^orfhip hardly at all differing from baptijing them 
with water. Yea, it was a far greater thing for the 
favior of the world to take up Infants in his arms 
and folemnly to blcfs them, than for any mipifter 
now to bapfife them with water in his name. Fur- 
ther 

III. It is alfo very worthy to be pbfcrved-r-that 
the Ci6rj/2w» difpenf^tion^ a§ \Yell as iht Jewijh^ 

makes 

- • • ' 

(x) Dr. Gah^ thefefore, ingcnuoofly owns, tliat this jfaffhg^ 
|8'to \^ underilobd of infants in years. ke&e^gAs, &c, pag. 
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vr^akes an evident difiinSion becwixt the children of 
^^Uevers and the children of Infidels. 

Several of the Corinthian converts having unbe- 
lieving yoke-fellow6, doubted of the lawfulneft 
of cohabiting with them ; and feemed to think 
^liemfelvcs obliged tofeparate\ left the offspring of 
^fucfa unequal marriages (hould be deemed impure 
nd unmeet to be taken into covenant with God. 
'his their doubt feemed to be juft, and to carry 
n it great weight ; being grounded on the known 
- onduft of Ezra^ and the Jewijh elders^ in a pa- 
allel cafe. SttEzra x. i, 2, 3. But the ap^ 
efblves it, by telling them — that the unbelieving 
'oke- fellow was fo far fanSirfied by (or to^ or becaafe 
z^ the believing^ as that their children which would 
'therwife be unclean, are now holy (yj. Here 
hen we fee a mod clear and evident dijHnHion made 
letwixt the children of believers and the children of 
'nfidels : the one are unclean, /. e. do not Hand 
m any vifible covenant relation to Jehovah, and 
:he other are holy, i. e. in the fame fenfe holy, as 
le Jews were an holy nation, taken into a peculiar 
a'elation to God (z). 

Thefe feveral fcriptures being impartially weigh- 
ed, the propriety and fitnefs of bringing children to 
Baptifoi feems to be eftablifhed beyond all rational 
xbubt. As a conclufion of this argument I beg 
leave to alk — Muft not the Christian- difpenfih 
Hon be allowed, in all things, to have the preference^ 
and to be better than the Jewish ? But, if it ex- 
cludes our Infants from the covenant ofGoix, 

•and 

(y) 1 Cor. vii. 14. 

(z) This fentiment, of an Infant's ^tfiw/f, on account of its 
Jblemn dedication lo God, was pcrfedily fcriptural and rational ; 
as well as quite fuitable to the cuftom and language of thofe 
times. Asappearii froml^i^ii. 22, 23. where it is (aid, tha't» 
according to the Handing ufage, they br9Ugbt tin Iniant Jssus 
/» thi Temtlei to present uim to the Lord: As it is 'writ- 
ten in the Law, E'very firfi horn malejhall he holy to the Lord* 
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and from (landing in zny federal reldtioH to heaven y 
then here is one^ and that a very important and 
confiderable inftance in which it is vaftly ittfefior. 
Now, had this really been t^ cafe, %ow mighty 
. and juft a prejudice would it have railed in the Jews 
. againft Christianity ! What complaiHis and ob- 
jeSicns (hould we, doubtlefs, have heard them 
making againft this new difpenfation, as cajiing 
ibeir Children mi/ (^ God's Covenant, aftd 
putting them upon a kvel with tbofe of Infidels tmd 
Pagans ! But, as amongft their many and loud 
io/vils at the rtligion of Christ, and the continued 
oppofuions and reproaches of the Judaizersj ^^ 
find not the leaft fhadow of a compknnt of this kind, 
it may with great, afluraoce be concluded, there 
was no fuch occafion given ; but that Christi- 
JiNiTY, as it found, fo it continued and confirm- 
ed, the Infants of good men in the covenant of 
God. 

Having proceeded thus far. in the argument ; 
I beg leave here to recapUulate, and fum up the 
force of what has been offered, in the following 
queries ; which will foon lead, a fair enquirer to an 
itjfie iflue of the debate. 

ft 

::. Query I. Arc not Infants^ in the eye or cfiti- 
,. ftru6tion of the Chrijiian law, under a fentence cf 
.condemnation^ 2ind. treated as Jinners ? 

Query IL Are they not, confequently, in the 
eye of that laiiir, capable o[ Jufiification and of being 
treated^ righteous? 

..Query III. If, then, they are capable of juRifi- 
cation and remlflion, is it not moft high}y reafon- 
aUe and even necejfary to fuppofe that the Chrhs- 
tian law, which is a manifcftation of God*s 
richeft- mercy to mankind, has made provijim for 
it, and given fome token of it? 

Query 
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Query IV. Were not the Infants of believers 
taken into covenant with God ; and did they not 
(land in a more immediate relation to him, than the 
Infants of unbelieving Canaanites^ Aloabites^ &c. 
both under the Abrahamic and Mofaic difpenfations? 
— And was not this a peculiar bomur2LVi^ advantage 
to thcfe Infants ? 

Query V. Are not the Infants of us, Cbriftians^ 
as capable of this favour, viz. of being taken vifibly 
into QoD*s covenant^ as their (the tfraelites) Infants 
were : but if ours are not ; is not, here an im- 
portant circumftance in which both th^ Abrabamc 
2iT\d Mofaic difpenfations vrtrt more favourable ta 
mankind, and manifefted greater Grace than 
the difpenfation of Jesus Christ? — But can this 
poffibly be? 

Query VI. Arc not the Infants of Christians 
(who are now an iofy prieftbood^ and who fuccecd 
to all the privileges of the Jewifb church) are not, 
I fay, their Infants as capable m [jLohrtu^cti of be- 
ing difcipled'y ifs the Infants of the Jezoijh prieftbooi 
were, of being enrolled in the temple regifter, and 
entered as mimfters- to Aaron^ and as ^vKot^a-onu rkf 
pXaKAi T»» etyto^ keeping the charge of thefanSuary fa) : 
and are not Infants as capable-, under the Cbrijiian 
covenant, of being baprifcd as they wereof cir- 
cumcifion both under the Abrahamic and Mofaic ?' 

Let the fcripturesj then, interpret themfelves; 
and one part of the dmnc. difpenfation be fuffered 
to explain the other (of which other^ it was intend- 
ed to be a ^ure or type) and we (ball find it per- 
feftly agreeable, to the analogy and Jlile of fcrip- 
ture, as well as to the reafon of things, th2Lt Infants 
ibould be admitted as members of the Chriftian 
church, and are therefore included in the commif 
Jion CO baptife. 

ARGU- 

) Vid. Numb. iii. 6, 7, 8> 28. 
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A R G' U M E N T V. 



From Apostolic Tradition. 



TH E Baptifm of Infants was the un^uhted praC* 
iice of the Chriftian church, in itspureft and 
jfirjt ages ; the ages immediately fucceeding the 
jifoftles ; who could not but know what the Apos- 
TOLic doSrine and praHice was as to this matter. 

This, I apprehend, to be an argument of great 
weight. For the enquiry being about a Fact, 
which could not but be publickly and perfeilly knowny 
and not pofilble to be mftakerty in the. ages imme- 
diately fucceeding i\it Apojiles -, the fenfc of tbofi. 
agiS^ concerning thisfaSi^ mutt needs be of great 
moment in deciding the point. —Whether the 
Apostles and Evangelists formed the fir/i 
qhqrphes, throughout the whole world, upon the, 
plan of Infant-Baptism ; or not ; that is to 
f^y,. whether xkiVj admitted Infants^ together with 
their believing parents j into the church by Baptifm ; 
or did NOT fo admit them, was afaS of fuch na- 
ture as could not \x\xt b^ evident^ and indubitably 
known, to ALL the Chriftians of the fy/i age. Nor 
wa? it, humanly fpeaking, pofEble that the Apos- 
tolic fraSiice in.this point fhould be univer-. 
SALLY departed from, difufed and thrown out, ir> 
io Jhm a Jpace of time, as we (hall prefently fee the 
Baptifm ^/Infants to have universally pre^ 
vailed. To prepare the way to this proof, I beg 
leave to premife thefe two things. 



. I. To 
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t. To weaken the teftimony of the antient wri- 
tets and fathers upon this point, fome have objeft- 
cd the many foolilh and abfurd opinions and inter^ 
J>retatlofis of fcripture with which their writings 
abound. Bat this is cxtrertiely weak. For they 
arie hot here appealed to 2i% reafoners^ ov interpreters^ 
but only as hiftorians or witnejfes to a puhWc Jianding 
Fact. 

2. If any think it ftrange, that we have fi^ wol^i 
cxprefs teftimonies to this pradlice of the churchy 
in the vtriixngs of tbefe fathers^ let him to confiden 
-«^^That the far greater part of their writings are 
iofl: ; and that it i^ but little nnore than their names 
.and a few pieces of their works, efpecially as to 
the firjl age^ that are transmitted down to us.— « 
And alfo^ that the Baptifm of Infanis being then 
'imiverfally prAS^ed^ and no doubts or difpute hav- 
ing ever been moved about it ; and it being like'* 
'wife the condant ever prevailing cuftom of all the 
enemies of Cbrijliamty^ both Jews and Pagans^ to 
admit Infants to a participation of their religion 
ceremonies and rites together with their parents. 
Thefe things confidered, it will not appear ftrange 
that this point is fo rare^ touched on in the wri- 
tings of thofe times. There are a thoufand religi- 
ous books written in the prefent age^ in which the 
lead hint is not to be found about hapt'ffing of In- 
faitts^ though the point has now been fo long and 
(p warmly controverted amongd us: much leis^ 
then^, fhould one expedt to find any thing but a 
few allujions znd bints as to this matter^ in the books 
of thofe early times. 

This being premifedi we proceed to the tejii^ 
monies. Thtfirft Aiall be from 

Justin Martyr, who wrote about /^r/y j^^^r^ 
after tht ^pojlolic age. He fays •* Kmwoxx^irim 

" f/y.«S»fT«i/5)i^*y 70 xpir»." — •' Several perfons among 

F •• us. 
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** us^ both men andwomcn^ ^f fi^^ ^ f evenly years 
«* old^ who trere profehted^ or made difciples^ to 
*• Ch R I ST /«, or from^ their infancy do continue wr- 
** corrupt (a)." Now, frofefyted to Christ frsm 
their infancy^ they could not be, without being* 
from iheir infancy, confidcred and created as frc- 
felytes /^Christ; that is, without being from 
their infancy baptifed. — For whofotver iyLaArmAoooef 
Tf p^pif« were difcipled or prcfehfted to Chr ist, were 
by his exprefs order. Mar. xxviii. 19. to be btftifed. 
Note feventy jears from Justin carries us back', 
almoH, into the middle of the Apostolic age. 

Irenteus, who wrote about ^;tf/jy?w»jr^tff J af- 
ter the Apoftles ; and was born, it is faid, Ibine 
years before the death of St. Jobn^ fays concerning 
Crhist. — '* Omnes enim venit per femetipfum 
*• falvarc; omnes inquam, qui pereum rcnaifcurv- 
** tur in Deum, Infantes & parvulos & pueros 
&: juvenes (b).*' — " That he came tofave allper^ 
Jons by bimfelf\ all^ I mean^ who by him are rege- 
•' neraicdj i. e. baptifcd, unto God, Infants and 
'* liltle ones^ and youths and elder per Jom?* — That the 
word rcnafcor^ regenerated^ in the writings of thefii 
;intients, particularly of Iremeus^ is mod fi^imiiiarly 
ufed to fagnifie, baptifed^ fee from a vaft variety of 
inllances proved, beyond all doubt, in Dr. Wallas 
Hijhry of Infant Bapttfm. Vol. I. Chap. iii. §2,3. 
and Defence pag. 318, 324. — And that by In- 
.FAtiTs, are here meant. Children^ before they 
come to the ufeof reafon, is evident, not only as 
thefe niuft neceffarily be included in the all whom 
he came to fave -, but alfo bccaufe, after he had 
mentioned 7»/tf»/j and others regenerated^ he runs 
over the feveral ranks ot age again ; but with this 
remarkable difference, that whereas be mentions 

' the 

^a) J u ft. Martyr. Apol. ii. 

(b) Irenacus adv. Hsrcs lib. iii. cnj^. 39. 






in Religion ^Infant Baptifin. 35 

:1ie benefit of Ch r ist*s example^ as what was to be 
:aken by each of the ciber ranks ^ viz. the parvuli^ 
:he jwmes and the feniores^ \it\2A% no fuch thing 
roncerning the Infantes Infants \ for this reaibn, no 
)oubt ; viz. that theft only^ of all the mentioned 
-anks, were incapable of this benefit. 

Tertullian, who flourifbcd about an ^». 
Jred years after the Apoftles, is the only peribn* 
imong the antieats, who advifes to defer the Bap- 
ifm of Infants, except in cafes of necef^ty or in dar^ 
\er of deaths But his advifing to ^^ir, except 
n cafes of mc^fuy^ is an inconteftible proof that 
ihe baptifing of Infants was the praBife of thofe times. 
A.nd as he appears to be quite fingulax in this his 
advice; (b, that he was extremely ttibri^d/ and 
nhfurd in his of^nions on this, as well as feveral other 
pdnts of relt^n, all who have read his works 
perfectly well know. For, upon the fame grounds 
on which he recommends the deferring the Baptifm 
^f Infants^ he advifes alfb — ^^ kbat unmarried per^ 
^^ fpnsflmld be kept off from this facrament^ who are 
*^ likely to come into ten^tation i as well tbofe vsho ne^ 
s< 'oer 'soere married^ as tbofe in undowboodi until tbey 
'* either marry^ or be confirmed in continence. Tbg^ 
** 9ubo undirfiisnd tbe we^bt of Baptifm will ratber 
^^ Jreai tbe receiving of it^ tban tbe delating of it (c).*' 

Tjaia is Tx^RTullian's reafoning upon the 
point I but we have nothing to do with tbat ; all 
we cite him for is a voucher to an aniient faS^ to 
prove that in bis days Infants were b^tifed. To this 
fad he bears inconteftible witnels, Hb laying—- 
^< Itaque pro cujufque perfonx conditionc, (^c. 
*^ Therefore according to every ones condition^ dijfqfition 
** and alfo age^ tbe deloj^ing of Baptifm is more profit 
'^ jaile % efpecUtUy in tbe cafe of children:^* and his 

F 2 afking 



fc) Tert. de Baptifmo, cap. i S. 
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fiiking — ** Qij'd fcrftinat innoccns aetas ad rcmiffi- 
•• onem peccatorum ? Quid cnim neceffc tft, fi 
•* non tarn neceffe fponforcs ctiam pcriculo In- 
♦• gcri." — *• IViy does that innocent age make fuck 
** bafte to the remiffion of fins ^ i. e. to the laver 
♦* Baptilm ? fi^af occafion is there ^ except in cafes 
<* of neccffuy^ that the fponfors or godfathers, be 
♦* brought into danger (d) ? *• Thcfe qucfl ions plainly 
prove the baptijing of Infants to have been . the 
pradlice of his days. 

Note. There are fome, who upon very proba- 
bles grounds, underftand thefe paflages ofTertnU 
lion as relating onfy to the Baptifm oi the Infants cf 
Heathen pfire^is ; which when they came into 
their power by purchafe^ conqueft^ &?r. the Cbriftim ^«^ 
of thofe times were wont to baptife. And chat it ^r.c 
is onh to delay the baptifing csifuch Infants as thcfe, ^ % 
which Tcrtnllian advifes, there is-ftrong reafbn: to 
believe. * 

Hitherto, we find this point, of Infant Baptifm^ 
but tranficnily touched on by thefe earfy writers: 
there having yet no coniroverfie ov doubt arifen in the 
church which might give occafion to their fpeak- 
ing more exprefsly coricernirig it. But about Jhi, 
timej there arofc fome difpute about Original 
Sin, or the nature and degree of that pollution 
•with which new-born Infants are tainted. Hence- 
forward, therefpre, we (hall find more ^'rp^and 
fxprefs paffages relating to their Baptifm. 

OkiQEN, aboqt an hundred am fen years after 
the Apoftles, fpeaking of the pollution which 
cleaves to Infants, fais,rT-** Adde his etiam. — Be- 
•* fides ibis alfo let it be confidered \ what ii (he rea- 
*' finy tbJt tvbereas the Baptijm of the church is given 
** fir the forgivenefsj Infants alfo by the ufage of 
•* the church are 3 a P T 1 s E P : voben if there were 

^* notbii^ 

(d) Ibid. ^ . M 
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*• notbinginlnfAUTSwbicbfvanfedforgivinefe and 
** mcrcyy the grace of HKVtniA xvGiild be neidbffs ii 
** tbem\t)r 

And again, " Parvuli baptizantur in remifflo^ 
** nem.**— " Infants are baptised for the 

• * remijfion of fins. Of what Sins ? Or when have tbey 

• ^ Jirmed ? Or bow can any reafon of the lover BoU 
• « good in tbeir cafe \ but accor^ng to tbat fenfe before 
« « frieniioned \ none is fi'ee ffbm polluciody chpiigh 
** his life be but the length of one day upbn thd. 
«' « earth ? And it is for thai reafon^ becaufe^ by the 
^ ' facrament of Baptifin tbe pollktion of our birth is td^ 
^* kenaway^ /iv/ Infants are baptised (f).** 

In another treatife he lais — •* Pro hoc & cccle- 

«* fia."— «* far tbis alfo it was^ tbat tbe cburcb bad 

*^ from tbeJpofHes a tradition^ or order, To civi 

•* Baptisii oifo to In f ANTS. For tbey to wbm 

^^ tbe divine myfteries were committed^ knew tbat tbere 

*^ is in all ferfons tbe natural pollution of Sin^ wbicb 

^^ mufi be dam Hm^ by water mid tbefpirit (g)/' 

There arc other pafiages of Origen^ full to this 
point: b'lit 'Aj^,' already cited, abundantly prove 
_\hc B^i^ 1^ ^fants to be the ftanding cuflom of 
his days. That they are genuine and authentic, 
fte clearlyfhewn iii Dr. fFall's Hiflory of Infant Bap- 
tifin^ Vol; 1. pag. 55. — ^and defence^ pag. 372. 

Nofe/ORiGEN was born, about eigbtyfiue years 
tftftr the age of tbe Apojiles ; and if baptifed in In- 
fMy (as there is no reafon to queftion but he wal, 
his father and grand father having both been Cbrif- 
Hdhi) here is clear proof of its praSice very near the 
Apofiolic age. Though he. refided chiefly at Jkx* 
andria in Egypt^ be had been converfadt in aimoft 
^U the noted churches of the world. His tefti- 

mony, 

■ • • • 

(e) Homit. vili. in Levit Cap. 12. (f) Ibid, in Lnb. 

(g) It>id. ComsieftX^hiBpilt. Rom. L. 5. 
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r 

ny, therefore, to the point may juftly be fuppofed 
to fpeak the fenfeof them all (h). 

We next proceed to Cyprian, who wrote 
about an bunded and fifty years after the Apoftles ; 
and gives, if it be poffible, a yet more and indu* 
bitable teftimony to this fa8. In his time {Atmo 
Domini 253) a council oijixtf-jix bifhops being con* 
vened at Carthage ^ one Ftdsu^ a country bifbop, 
having entertained fome doubt (not whether In^ 
fonts £ould be baptifed at aU^ but) whether Baptifm 
might lawfully be given them, ti^ they were eight 
iajs old^ according to the law of circusnci/m ? In 
anfwer to this doubt, they unanimoijfy decreed-^ 
«« That the baptifm of Infants was not to ie deferred till 
*^ the eighth dof*'^ — ^And after many things fpokeo 
to the point they conclude thus — ** Caeccrum fi 
«« homines impedire aliquid. But if any tbmg could 
«< hinder men from Baptifm^ it will be heinous fins^ 
^^ which wiU debar the adult and mature therefrom. 
«« Andifthofe who hofue famed extremebf^ yet if afters 
•^ ward they believe^ are b(q>tifed^ and no man is.pro* 
*^ hibited from this grace ; bow much more ought not 
«^ AN Infant to be prohibited \ who^ j^imj^ m jj.t 
«* JUST BORN, is guihy of no Jin^ httt of^j^Md 
«« which he controBed from Ad am. "^fnerefore^ 
<< dearly beloved^ it is our opinion that from Bt^ifat 
^ and the grace ofGod^ who is kind and ben^ to aU^ 
^^ none ought to be prohibited bju^% which as it is la 
^ be obferved with refpeS to all, fo eJpeciaSy with 
^< refpect to Infants, and thofe who are BU,t 

JUST 



(h) The learned Dr. Gate, who with great ncnttncCi had 
difputed cbe prcceeding authorities (but whoie objections have 
been abundantly anfwered by Dr. ff^aifl does not fo much a» 

?€teni to contelt tbofe which follow, from Cyprian and Aufiim. 
hefe, therefore, being admitted as inconuftihh by our oppo- 
vents : we fhail fee pre&Dtly, the Arength with which they 
conclude in our favour. 
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«« JUST BORN,^ who deferue cur bei^ and the divhn 
•* mercy (i).*' 

Hence, then, it incmleftibly appears, that the 
Baptifm of Infants was the coniiant, eftabliflied 
fraSice ox the chufch at this time: inafmucht as 
neither the ferfon who propofed the doubt, nor 
any one of ihtjixty-jix bifbops who anfwer ir, made 
the leaft queftion of the Baptifai of Infants^ but 
fpeak of it as a thing iiniverfally acknowledged and 
praAifed in the church. 

Now, as this W^s but ah hundred and fifty years 
after the Abofiles i %t^ iovat of thefe bifhops may 
reafonably be fuppbfed feventy or eighty years old ; 
if they were biptifed in their infancy (which can 
with no reafoq be doubted) it carries up the prac- 
tice to within* eighty years 6f the Apoftks them- 
felves. And at the time of their infancy^ there were 
many alive who were bom within the very age of 
the dpofllesif and could not but certainfy and infal'^ 
'khfy know what the Apostolic praSice and op* 
pointment was to this matter. 

The Clementinb Constitutions (a book 
thought by fome to be of very great antiquity ; 
and by all aclcnowledged to be extant in tht fourth 
Qxj^tb century, and jo contain a good account of 
the ahtierit difcipline and prafiice) have this ex- 

prcls admonition ** B«^7/^fit ^ vyttnv -^ r» wti«.** 

** yind BAPTISE YOUR Infants, and bring them 
^< up in the nurture and admonition of God : " for he 
fais, ^* Suffer the tittle children to come unto me^ and 
<* forbid them not.^* 

There are fcveral other teftimonies, from C&- 
mens Alexandrinits \ queft. & refpon. a pud Jufi. 
Martyr ; Greg. Nazian j Bqfil •, Ambrofe ; Cbryfoftom ; 
and Jerom^ mod full to this purpofe, to be feen in 

Dr. 

(i) Cyprian Epift. ad Fidam. Epift. 64. 
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pr. IVdl^s HUUry of Infant Bapiifm^ too long to t^ 
here infercecf } ' I (hall further infift, only, upon ^ 
vety remarkable and decijhe one, from the writings 
of Austin an.d Pel a oi us; about three kundnd 
find fm years after the Apoftles. I bring it nor to 
prove ^tf/)///i9i^ Infants to. h^vc been the mt- 
iMfted^ uniyerfal pradlice of the church in their ditfs\ 
(this wouldl he ouite needkifs, after the much ear- 
lier, and the intufpUabU evidence already produced 
fron) the council at CdrZ&i^^, &c.} but, to (hew 
i( tQ-have been the conftant and immemorial przQticc 
from the very beginning of Chriftianity* 

In hb controvQrOe .with Pj$ lag i us, about m-^ 
gmljin\ to prove Inf^s to be tainted with it^. 
Austin frequently ^nc) with ^re^jc triumph urge 
their Baptism idc^nandmff:^** JVhj Infants m 
•• baptifedfor tb^ f^miflio^ ofpn^ if they bme none?^ 
Pelagius feeni.^ exceedingly cmbarrafled by thi^ 
.argument (k)s ^nd every one fecs^ hQw n>uch il 

conccroc' 



. (k) It is farprifing, to fee tke flsfb by which PeUtgius^ Cr^ 
^efiiust and their foUowers* endeavour to evade the force of this 
argument. S^Qictinyp they acknowledged Infants to have ac- 
tual fin^ and that their peevifhnefs, and froward temper is to be 
confidered as fuch.-^^metinMs, they org^, that Infants had 
fpi ixifiid I and it was for fins done in fome fbnoer ftate, thai 
ibey were brought to the baptifinal lavcr.-r-Sometimes, the/ 
laid, that they were got l^ptiicd for the forgi'venefs of fin ; but 
that they may l^ made heirs of thi iiff^iA?/^.— ^Sometimes, that 
they were haftiftd for forgl'vemft \ not that they had any fin, 
but that the umformity of the wonds might be kept : or^ 1^ 
caufe they were baptifed hito the church, where forgi*ueniff 
was to be had 3 and with a facrament, whicji had the means 
of forgivenefs for thofc who wanted it. Vid. H^aW^ hillory, 
VoLI. pag. 280. 

To fuch extreme difficulties they thought themfelves reduced^ 
to reconcile their opinion with the Baptifm of Infants, But, 
tbtfe had been all iniUntly removed^ and the battery which (o < 
annoyed them been demolilhed at once, by only denying that 
Infants were co be baptifed. Yet, fo far are fhey from this, 

that 
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concerned him /^ deny the Baptifin of Infants^ had 
there been znypoffible ground for it ; and to do all 
that in him lay, to invalidate and difprove it. Had 
it been an innovation^ 3, departure from the Apos- 
tolic praSlice ; it is impoflible but fo very learned 
and acute a perfon as PelagiuSj who lived fo near 
the Jpojllesy and had been perfonalfy convcrfant in 
fome of the moft noted churches of Europe^ Apa^ 
and Africa^ muft have been able to difcover it, and 
both to have and to give at leaft fome ftrong fuf- 
picion of it. But does the very fagacious Pelagius 
attempt any thing like this ? No : fo far from it, 
that fome of his adverfaries having drawn as a con- 
Jequence of his opinion, that Infants are not to be bap- 
tifed.—Ht warmly difclaims it, and with indigna- 
tion complains. — <* Se ab hominibus infamariquod 
•' neget parvulis Baptifmi facramentum. Tiai be 
«« had been flanderoufly reprefented by men^ as denying 
** the facrament of Baptifm to Infants.** And adds 
<* Nunquam fe, vcl impium aliqucm haereticum, 
** audiffc qui hoc quod propofuit dc parvulis di- 

G " ceret.** 

that tbey fcem Hot to have raifed the leaft doubt of this kind. 
Pilagius owns, as above cited. And Celeftius confefTes, that 
Infants are to bebaptifed according to the rule yz/^VNivEn* 
«AL church. 

Note. Pe/agius and Cehflius were born, one in Britat/t^ the 
bther ifl Ireland; they lived a long tirtie in Rome, the then 
center of the world, and reputed head of the church : they 
\9ttt both, for fonae time, at Carthage^ in Jfrica ; then, the 
«ne fettled at Jerufalem j the other travelled through all the 
noted Greek and iajlern churches, in Europe and JJia. U 
there had, then, been any church, or number of churches, 
throughout the whole world, nojt only in that, but in the two 
jpteceeding agen^ Who denied the Baptifm of Infants ; it is im- 
poffible, but thefe two very learned and fagacious perfons muit 
have known, or heard of It : and that they would not have 
iafled to take mighty advanuge from it, to check the triumphs 
of their opponents ; and towreH from them this argument, by 
which, 01 all others, they were moft grievoafly pre (led. 
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*« cerct.** — ** That be never beardj no not even mrf 
** impious Heretic^ who would faj that which he bad 
" mentioned^ viz. that unbaptifcd Infants are tmjL 
'' liable to the condemnation of the firft man, ana 
<* that they are not to be cleanfed by the regcne- 
" Tdtion of Baptifm.** And then proceeds — ** Quis 
•' cnim ita evangelicae ledlionis ignarus eft, fe?c, 
•• For who is fo ignorant of that which is read m tbt 
** gofpel as I do not fay boldy to affirm^ but even Hghttf 
•* to fuggcfi^ or even to imagine fuch a thing? In a 
*« word^ who can be fo impious^ as to hinderhi? AVTt 
** from being baptised and born again /»Christ ; 
** andfo make them mifs of the kingdom of Gov ?'* 

And having cited thefe words of our Saviour 
John iii. 5. no one can enter into the kingdom ef Gon^ 
except he is bom again of water and of the fpirit^ he 
goes on — " Quis ille tarn impius eft qui cujuQibet 
aetatis parvulo." — " IVho is there fo impious "aria 
refufe to an Infant, of what agefoever^ thecal 
*< mon redemption of mankind (1)." Austin alfo, re- 
citing the above-mentioned dccifion of the council 
at Carthage, which determines that Infants are in no 
wife to be denied Baptifm, adds, — *' Non folum in 
'^ cacholica ecclefia, verum etiam in qualibet be- 
** refi vcl fchifmate conftitutis, non memini me 
aliud legiffc/*— " 'That neither from fuch as were 
of the catholic church j nor of fuch as belonged to any 
fell or fchifm, whatfoever^ be remembered not to 
have read otherwife in atry writer (m)." i. e. of any 
who deniedy that Infants were baptifcd upon the ac- 
count of original fin. ^^ This the church has Ah-^ AYS 
•' bad J has alvi ays held (ny* 

These, now, are the evidence^ on which we rcift 
. the Antiquity of this faii\ and by which we 

prove 

(1) Aoftin. dc peccatb Origcn, cap. 17^ i 8. (m) It)W. dc 
oat. ^ gratia, cap. 6. (n) Ibid, Serto. x. * de verb. Apcft. 
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prove the Baptifm of Infants to have been the proBUe 
of the Cbrijiian church, from the very beginning. 
yuftin Martyr about/^r/jy years; Irenaus ahout ^xty- 
jKfen-, and Tertul/ian about an hundred years after 
/i6^ Apostles, give plain intimations c fits being 
the Cbrijiian praSice in their times. From Origen 
an hundred and ten years ; and (torn Cyprian and the 
jfynod oijixtyjix bifhops, one hundred and fifty years 
from the above date, we have indifputable proof of 
its being then the efiahlifhed and flanding ufage of 
the church. And Jujiin and Pelagius^ about three 
hundred and ten years after the ApoltJes ("though the 
Jatter was under the (Irongeft temptation^ and even 
neceffity to deny the Baptifm of Infants, had there 
been any po^ible ground for it) acknowledge, 
that they never heard, nor read of any^ whether true 
Cbriftian, Heretic, or Schifmatic, who denied Bafh 
tifm to Infants, This is the evidence : let us now 
argue from it. 

|. All the churches^ throughout the whole Cbrif- 
tian worlds were in the age of the Jpqfilesj formed 
and eftablifhed upon one and the same plan. That 
is to fay, they all either baptifed Infants; or elfe 
they all rejefted them from Baptifm. What the 
cpuiion, and the practice, of the ^ojiles was in 
this matter, (who were fent out into all the world 
to preach and cftablifli churches) muft be perfeft- 
ly, uhiverfally, infallibly known ; nor could it pof- 
fibly be miftaken, by any one fingle church through- 
out the whole earth, during the Apojilic age. The 
Corinthians^ for inftance, the Galatians, the Tbeffa-^ 
kniansj fcfc. all perfcftly knew, whether Paul and 
his companions^ when they baptifed and formed 
them into a church, baptifed their Infants alfo 5 
or elfe rejeSed them from Baptifm. And 

2. As xo the age, immediately following the 
j^filey^ it isimpoffible that they could be ig- 

G % noroMi 
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ncram or mijlaken as to this fad. They could 
be in the leafl doubts how their fathers had 
ed and learnt from i\it Apo flies ^ and pnuSifed 
this matter. For whether Infants were^ or 
mty then haptifed ; was fo notorious and plain a 
fa£ty a faSl of fo public and confpicuous a natoic, 
%% r.oiild not poflfibiy efcape the knowledge of 

J5VRKY PARTICULAR ChRISTIAST, tfactt liTlIlg 

upon earth (o). 

Now if A LL the churches throughout the world, 
wfre rcMj rOahlifhed by ihtJpoJtUs upon the plan 
of only Adm,t Baptifm\ and they every when rc- 
jritfd Infants, and forbid them to be bapdied; . 
it Will appear a thing abfolutely inconcehabU^ and^ 
fven a moral Imposstbility, that the BaptifioL^ 
of Infants fhould fo early, fo widely, fo univer&l — 
)y prevaily throughout the whole world, as we haves 
liQw fcen it to have done. 

For if the Baptifm of Infants was not an Apofe;- 
TOLic inftitution and practice, how mull the per— 
fons, who firfi attempted to introduce it, be re- 
ceived ? Would not ail their neighbour Cbrtfium^ 
immediately cry out upon the innovation^ and dc— 
fnand, — ** By what authority do you prcfume tc 
•• perform this (]uite new, this unheard of amS 

«* flranfie ceremony of baptifing zn Infant!*' 

Suppofe them to have urged, in fupport of their 
praiflicc, the fame fcriptures with i^ ^ would it noc 

have 

(o) With whatever cruhilify ai to Miracles, (aid to be 
wrought in their day?, thefc tarly ^writers may be charged; it 
cannot at nil afTc^l their evidence as to thefaSi, here, in del»te. 
For, as there wa*! no /o^/^/V/'/y of their being thcmfelves Jeaiv- 
tdA% to this matter ; fo neither could they be under temptation 
to fa//ifit in their accounts of it. Nor indeed, had the tempta- 
fion been ever fo ilpng, could they have ventured lofaljifit in 
B faft notorious to all the world j and when t'very Cbrifiian then 
living cduld have ftcppcd forth, and bom wiiricfs to the/aJfUod 
of their account. 
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havt prefcntly been replied upon them with un- 
anfwerable ftrength ? — " But did not the Apoftles 
" and /r;^pr^^i&^rjof chriftianity undcrftand the 
** true fenfe and force of thcfe fcriptures ? Yet not 
** one of them all, nor anj one of their followers, 
** ever baptifed an Infant, as we all perfcdly know, 
*' and as you cannot but own. Look into all the 
^^ churches throughout the whole earth, into Syria^ 
** Palejlinej Egyptj Greece^ Italy^ jifrick^ Spain^ &fc. 
^^ and you will find there never was fuch a thing 
^^ known, nor heard of amongft Chrifiians^ as bap- 
•^ tifing an Infant." 

Wh a t ! I greatly wonder, could the firfi hap- 
4ifers of Infants poflibly reply ? Could they urge 
that it was an apojiotic injundion and praflice ? No : 
the o^i^^/^Chriftian world would have rofe up againft 
them, and born witnefs to the fal(bood of fuch a 
pretence. G)uld they hope then to eftablilb this 
invention of their own ; yea, was it aSually efiablijhed^ 
in dired oppofition to the Apostles authority^ and 
to xhtiv then perfedly well-known, inftitution and 
pradice P-r-ImpofUble to imagine ! 

What thtn\ lalk again, could the jfr/? baptifers 
of Infants urge in favour of their praftice ? Or 
how was it podible, it fliould be received^ yea pre- 
ivailj yea fo univerfalfy prevail, that the very learned 
and acute Pelagius about three hundred years after, 
never heard of a church amongft either Catholics 
or Heretics^ who did not baptile Infants, if all 
the churches in the world were conftituted by the 
Apoftles upon the difedly oppofite plan? Yea, 
and when the perfons who firft began this praflice 
could nqt but own^ that the authority and example 
of ALL the AppJlkSy and of all the primitive Cbrif- 
tians^ and of a ll the churches in the world were 
abfolurely againft them ? 

Well ; but fuppofe a few ferfons were of fb odd 
t turn of mipd, as to run into this qivte novel and 

unheard 
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unheard of praftice, of haptifmg Infants ; can it 
be imagined that whole churches would be led blind<- 
ly away after them ? Or, if whole churches migbe 
be thus [educed ; could wbok nations be lb too ? 
Yea, if whole nations might ; can it enter into the 
heart of any rcafonable man, that all the Na- 
tions of the Chriftian world, both the eajkm and 
$he weftern churches, in the fpac« oi about two bem- 
dred years, untverfalfy fell in with this antii^toftolie 
and neW'invenHd r\t^ oi worfliip: and foftrangelj 
apoftatifed from the primitive and pure doArine of 
Christ as to this matter! Ic were the height of 
abfurdity even to furmife fuch a thing. 

The extravagance of the iuppofition is moveover, 
mightily increafed, by remembrjng — that a vaft 
miqiber of fiUs and kerejies fprung up, and the 
Chriftian church was rent into many angry and 
contending parties, during thefe times (p). In the 
fecond'ctnwfj^ or the age immediately following 
the apofttes, there were thofe who took their names 
from CerinthuSi Ebion^ Valenti^us, Carpocrates^ Mat" 
cion% Mohtanus \ and the whole church was reo( 
into two furious and angry fedls, the eaftern and 
the ^eftern^ by the coritroverfie about eafier. In 
the third century there arofe Ncvatian^ Saheflius^ 
PaulusSamefatenJiSy NUnes^ (^c. with their followers. 
In the fourthj the Meletians^ Arians^ jfthanajlans^ (^e^ 
Now thefe feveral inflamed parties, into which by 
divine permiflion, the .church was then divided, 
were watchful and fevere fpies upon each others 
conduft : fo that if any of them had innovated in 
this matter, of baptijing Infants 9 how readily would 
$be reft haye entered their proteft againft it, and 
exclaimed loudly upon tY^ innovation f But, it feems, 
ib hi were they from this ; that however mutually 

in* 

(p) No ikft tM« viifSTY di^er^l hrfjifi u^ laU to ha]^ 
il^r^i^ up in the three firfl centuries* 
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mSatned and angry as to other points ; yet, laying 
afide their animoficy, they all furprifingly <7^r^r, in 
the aHair of bapttfing Infamsj to depart from the 
apoflolic pradice ; and by an unaccountable confide^ 
racy connive atone another in this dangerous fqpcr- 
ftkidn. — Strange! beyond all belief! Thatamidft 
their many mutual accufacions, reproaches, com* 
pliiints, ^e meet not, in all antiquity, with cue 
Upon this head ; and not a man, Catholic n6r He- 
retic^ droppinga (ingle word: againft this :grois in- 
novation; except, perhaps, ^ertuWan'j and he ti^t 
abfbltitely, (if atall) cenfuring it ; and filpportii^ 
his diflike of it, by reafons which are no itrength, 
but a difhonourto any caufe. 

<For an hundred years after the death of the Apo6« 
TLBS, their authority was fiifficient, our brethren 
acknowledge, to keepfuch VLtiifmavatimftomtn' 
caring the church. They therefore vfually place 
she introdulihn of this pra^ice about the beginning 
of the third century. But behold ! in the .fcort 
ipaccof about two hundred yOLts more; without a 
lingle precept to warrant, or a (ingle example to en- 
courage it, yea wich the well-known pradice of the 
At»osTLES themfelves, and oi all the churches thdy 
ever planted throughout the whole world, coiffef- 
' fedly, openly, diredUy againji it ; under all thefe 
difadvantages, the Baptifm of Infants^ it feems, fo 
-BVERY wH^RE pre^aikd^ that upon the face of 
•the whole earth there was nota churchfound whene 
it was not • performed !-^To him that -believes this, 
"What can be incredible ! 

Some, perhaps, to evade the force of the fore- 
going argument, mayobjedl^ — " There have bctn 
«' - other great 'Corruptions, fuch as image-worfinp^ 
^^ tranfubfiantiation^ (^c. which have alike miiteffaSy 
** prevailed in the church." Butthe anfwcr iscx- 

tremeiy obvious, i . This is far from being - tnie*i 

nay 
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nay it is entirely without foundation. Neither image- 
worfliip, nor tranfubftantiation, ever univerfally pre- 
vailed. The latter has by the greater pari of the 
Chriftian church been in all times rejected as it is 
at thi^ day : and though the former^ fince the fe- 
ventb century, has fpread itfelf wide, and too ge- 
nerally prevailed; yet it was not without mighty 
ftruggles and oppofitiom in the church: numerous 
fynods of bifhops zealoufly declared againft it : fo- 
lemn decrees of coufuilsy not in one kingdom or 
church only, but in diverfe regions of the earth, 
publickly condemned it : the arm both of civil and 
military power was ftrenuoufly exerted to eftabliOi 
and fupport it : grievous perfecutions were raiied 
upon its account : and many teftified their abhor- 
rence of it by bitter fuffei;ings, and death itfelf. — 
And is this z cafe at all parallel to that of Infant-Bap- 
///w, which we have now been cofidering? The moft 
prejudiced judgment muft confefs it is not. Befides 
2. Had thefe corruptions^ indeed, as univerfally pre- 
vailed, as Infant- Baptifm ever did ; yet would this, 
by no means, have put them upon an equal foot 
with that ; or have made the cafes at all parallel. 
For, when the Bijhop of Rome had claimed and was 
acknowledged to be the infallible bead^ the fupreme 
paflor oitht church, the vicar of Qkk\%t^ &fr. when 
emperors and kings took upon them to convene coun- 
cils, to explain dodrines, and ellabliih faich by dint 
of civil authority ; cherifhing and upholding one 
party by worldly honours and preferments \ but 
terrifying and crufhing others by baniOiment, con- 
fifcations, imprifonment'and death: finally, when 
the clergy had both the terrors and the riches of this 
world, much at their difpofal ; and thfi fpirit of 
true piety^ fmitude^ and faith began to languiflb in 
the church (as it mifcrably languiQied, in the 
times when image-worfhip and tranfubftantiation were 

brought 
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brought in) and a f[)iritof^r/^.and domnalhn, of 
fenfiiality and Jhtb fprung up in its room. — When 
this, I fay, was the cafc> fuch an univerfal departwrt 
from the Apoflles dodrine and praftice may leem 
eafily to be accounted for, and has nothing in ic 
(b itrange. But — when the circumAances of tht 
cburcb were the very reverfe of all this; harraflcrd 
and fcvcrely preiled by perfccutions from wichout •, 
fplit into various fedls and angry parties within ; 
deftitute of wot4d]y bontwrsxo recommend, and of 
worldly /^rr^i to enforce, any docSrine or pradice ; 
and acknowledging no vifible, fupreme, infallible 
beady as having dominion over its faith ; when this 
was the cafe (as in the three firft centuries, when 
Iffanl'Baptifm has been (hewn univerfally to prevail, 
it manifeftly was) every one fees the *ivide the vajl 
difference \ and muft confefs the impolTibility ox jo 
univerfally corrupmg the Apostolic doftrine and 
pradlice oihaptifing only //?^ Adult, if any fuch 
there had been •, and of foifting in, throughout 
the whole world. Infant- Baptifm in its Ileaci. 

So that, upon the whole, it appears a clear and 

a very ftrongly attcftcd fan. — That the pradticc, of 

.^i?//j^^ ^Infants was primitive and apoftolic ; 

and that the firfl Chriftian churches were every 

where formed and eftabllfhed upon this fcheme. 

Bun the Examples of Scripture Baptifm^ our 
brethren are wont to urge, are all on their fide, 
— -This is conBdcntly, indeed, aflerced ; but upon 
a clofer examination will be found a^nanifeft mif 
take^ Th^re being not, in the whole fcripture, 
ONE ftngk injlance of the Baptifm for which they 
plead, and which is pradifed amongfl: thern^ viz. 
ibdt thofe who are born ofCbrifiian parent.^ ^ are to be 
fuffered to become adult before they are baptifed. — This, 
ic ia to beobferved carefully, is the point in queftion 
betwixt us. As for the cafe of adult profelytes^ or 

H con- 
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converts to chriftianity, tbefe^ we all agree, arc ndt 
to be baptifcd 'till they ptttomWy profefs faitb. The 
fcripture in (lances therefore of fucb profelytes^ bap- 
rifed upon fucb pofeffion^ are of no pertinence nor 
weight at all in the controverfie before us : for tbejc 
are exadlly confonant to our fentiments and prac* 
ticc. The only point in debate is — wbat is to be done 
wUb (he Infants of tbefe prcfelytes? — Are they to 
be baptifed with their parents? — Or;, are they to 
be let alone 'till they beconae adult, and then be 
baptifed upon their perfonal profefiion ? This latter, 
our brethren fay ; but have not in the whole fcrip- 
ture, I again affirm ir, one inftance of fuch praftice ; 
no, nor any ihadow or appearance of it. Their 
boafts, therefore, of fcripture injiances, precedents^ 
examples^ are meer found, and nothing elfe. Where- 
as the inftance of Lydia^ Afts xvi. 14, 15. (not to 
mention Stephanas and the jaylor) ftrongly favours 
eur pra6tice ; whofe faith alone is mentioned, and» 
immediately it is added, her boufehold were baptifed. 



77je Religious ^r Moral purpofes of 

Infant-Baptifm. 

IF it be aflced — what are the moral purpofes of this • 
Baptifm of Infants? or, of what real benefit or 
life in religion ? It were fufficient to reply — of the 
fume benefit and ufc 2,% Infant- circumcifion was \ which 
is acknowledged to have been injoined by God, and 
pra^ifed by his church, for more than two tboufand 
years. — But I add ; it is of great moral benefit j as 
it is both a folemn vow or dedication on our part, and 
a gracious condefcenfion and promife on GoD*s. • 

' First. It is a folemn vow or dedication on our 
part. For, .he4"cin, the religious parent publickly 

recog" 
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recffgnifes his own covenant with God : binds him- 
lelf by a facred promife to watch over the immcrtd 
fottl^ now committed to his charge, and to train ic 
up in a religious manner ; and devotes firil bimfelf^ 
and then his belpUJs Infant^ to the divine patronage 
and care. By being baptifed into the Ham Ey the 
child is iblemnly given up to the dominion and fa- 
vour, and is received as the peculiar property, the 
fubjeft and charge, 0//^ Father, and of the So^^ 
and of the Hoi. y Ghost (q^. And to one who well 
conQders, into what a world of various difficulties, 
temptations and fins, his Infants are born ; how 
every age and path of life is befct with dangers and 
Chares ; and what confequences, of awful moment, 
depend upon the manner in which they pafs the pre- 
sent flate — ^ him that confiders this, it cannot but 
appear an ineflimabic privilege to be permitted to 
^ive them up, in this folemn manner, to the gra- 
.<:ious prote6tion and conduct of heaven. 

The fentiments of a religious parent, on fuch an 

■cxrcafion, may be thus cxpreflcd. — " 1 acknow- 

*« ledge, ^mighty God, with the greatcft thank- 

- <^' fulnefs and joy, thine abfolute right in me, and 

«' in all that is mine. This cbild^ which thou hafl 

f^ given me, I receive as from thine hand. It is 

** tbine^ for thou hafl formed it, and redeemed it 

** by the blood of thine only begotten fon. To 

^* THEE therefore I now folemnly devote and give 

V it up: to be guarded hy i\iy povidence \ miniflred 

•'* to by thine tf^jffilr; influenced by /i6y Spirit ; 

^^ ' conducted fafe through the ipany dangers and 

.;.:•:: H^ *' evils 

(q)i^: Bapftjing in (oF'ilit($) the 'iM«rf-*fignifies, commending 
4 periJEm to the pecoliar biij/sng and patronage qf him, or them, 
in whof<^ name he is bapciied. Thus, when the form of folemn 
benediflion is pr^feribed| Kumb\ vi. 23. — TheLoKD hlefs thee^ 
and keep thee, ^c. It \s ad^ti'r-JnJ t bey Jhall fvt my NAMf 
fip9H the children of Ifradi and 1 wil(tlefi tbfm* 
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«« evils of this prcftnt world, and to be prcfcrved 
«( to thine everbfting kingdom and glory in the 
♦^ other. 

" For ever bleflcd be thy name, that as ^ #»# 
f< man^s cffence^ Judgment came uptm aU to €99^ 
^< demiiaUan and death ; even fo by the righte$ujmfi 
^^ of one ^ the Fr^e Gift comes upouallto ju/HfiiB* 
f < tion of life. That as the fatal effeds of the jE;^ 
^^ Adam^^ fin extend to our Infant-cffsping^ fubjcfi* 
^' ing them to pain, to mifery, and death ; fot, the 
^< fa;uc:iry effects of the fecond Adam'is nghteouf* 
•*. ntft extend alfo to tbefe^ raifing them to gk^^ 
•* to h^ippinefs and Hfe.^ — 

^^ I render unfeigned thanks, that the bleflingi 
^* of redcftTpiicJL znd of the covenant of grase^ reach 
*< 2L\ioioihe}j9,' That thou haft commanded that 
*« little children be broughc into thy pefence^ to reccire - 
** thy folemn benediftion, and haft declared them 
^^ to belong to thy f^ify cmd kingdom. That the /^j>— 
*• tifmal Mater is appointed as a ftanding mommenT' 
*« of thy favour and gracious acceptance of them^ 
^» and that by xkixtj^yre is reprcfcntcd, thy reacK<— 
'' nefs to pur down thy fptrit ttpon ourfeedy and tb^ 
*' bleffing upon our offspring (r).-*-LoHD I believe! 
^* I moft thankfully aCccpt this liberty which im 
«' given me. I here bring my helplefs Infant, 
*' commending it to God, and the power of his 
•• gracf . Oh take it into thy family, and into the 
?* arms of thy love ! Rour down thy blcffmga on 
'^ ft; and write its mameinthebookof lii^! May 
^^ it h^fantlifiedfrom the tuemb : confecrated a chofen 
*^ veffci, fitted for thyfervicel May thy Sfikit 
^^ defcend upon, and dwell continually in it, as a 
** new principle pf life i gradltially reftifying the 
" difordcrs of its nature ; rooting out the fitcda erf" 

vanity 2^t\d folly which inay fpringup in its hearty 

" cnlight- 

(r) liasah xlv. 3. 



(( 



«< 
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eo%htenmg its underftanding, ftrei>gihening its 
•• moral powers^ purifying acud controuKog its ap- 
^< petices and paffions ; and forming ic into a living 
^* temple afKl habitation of God! 

*^ Guard aod preferve the fife, which thou baft 

«^ thus graciouQy beftowed ! Condu£l it through 

«« the dangers of childhood and youth ! Spare ir» 

<^ if it be thy will, to be a bleSiog to its friends 1 

«^ and a burning and fbiniiog tight^ amidft a durk 

«^ ai>d corrupt world ! As it grows in years, may 

^< it continually grow in grace, in wifdom, aod in 

^< virtue, t^ivi m fi^vour wuh GoJ> mJ fnett! Grant 

f « cne, ever to walk before it with a wife and peF« 

^* feci heart : to bring it up in the fear and in the 

*• nurture of the Lord : and fo faithfully to dit 

** charge my duty, in every refp^ towards it, that 

** I may at laft meet it with joy at thy kingdom 

<« and appearance, and with trium{>h then {aj"^ 

^* 6dMd m.^ ami the child which thou haft given meP* 

And as it is thus a fotea>D voxo and dtdication on 
our part : fo it is 

SECONDLY. A oHift gracious cmdefienfion and 
prmmji on Goi> -s. It is a ioken of his covenant ; a 
mmarial or/tgu that he gracioufly accepts both the 
religious parent and his child, and that hb wii.i< 
k their God. By this rite he aflures us, that as, 
in the wifdom of bis providence^ he tna^s lr^ant$ 
as ftnners^ through the tranfgrefiioo ixi Adam\ fo, 
in the riches of his grace» he had opened a foun- 
tain for their £leanfing : will tnat them as righteous 
through the obedience of Christ : and will give 
them his Spirit to quicken, regenerate and raife 
them to life. Of this Sp i r 1 t the haptifiml fualir 
is the appointed emhlem or Jig^\ and by cosioiwdr 
jog it to be pdured on them he virtually fais^«« 

^* Suffer Aft hiTTtz Cm iVK^ifio com wuom^ 
•^ and forbid tbm not : for tsiss aUb I account » 

" fub- 
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^* fubjcAs of my moral kingdom, and as a part of 
«« that eburcby or cbofen fociety^ over whom I wilf 
«* excrcifc a peculiar providence and care. 

<' And the cbildj which the pious parent has thus 
<< devoted to me, I deliver back to him again : 
«« with a folemn charge that he ever, henceforth, 
<* confider it as my property. Train it up as for my 
<• fervice. Teach it early the principles of Chriftian 
<< knowledge and virtue. Pray daily with, and for 
*« it. Set before it a good example : and watch 
<' over it as one who muft fhortly giVe account, to 
*« thc^r^tf/y^i&^rrf when he (hall appear. Soonly^ 
^^ mayefl thou hope that it will be thy comfort and 
« delight in this world ; and thy^^, and everlaft- 
•* ing crown of rejoicings in the other." 

Thcfc arefome of the piofis fenliments^ which the 
Baptifm of an Infant naturally fuggefts. Confider- 
cd in this light, it appears to be of great moral be- 
nefit: a moil rational and proper fervice, ora<5b of 
religion. It manifeftly tends to enlarge and to con- 
firm a Chriftian's faitb and hope in God, with re- 
gard to his helpleis child — to give a clearer and 
more extenfive view of the great fcheme of redentp^ 
fion — to render parents more faithful^ more diligent-^ 
and ferious in the education of their children ; if 
their lives are continued : and if they are taken 
from them, it aSbrds the noh\t^ fupport and confo- 
lattan in their death. 

I here beg leave to add-r-that there is a vaft 
difference in the gemut and temper-jdi children, even 
in their mod ^<2r/y years, every one fees. What 
influence the divine Spirit has iii forming the 
human minds tvcn in k$ Infant State \ and moulding 
It into a preparation for fpture ufefulneis and virtue 
— We cannot certainly, fay. Probably very great : 
for '-JohHj it is faid, Jbuke i. 15. was filled with the 
Ho'i V G HOST from bis mother's womb. T}ie pro- 
phet 
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phct Ifaiab^ was called and formed from the womh^ to 
be a peculiar meiTenger of heaven to inftrud and 
reclaim the people. Ifa. xlix. i, 2, 5. And of 
Jerem;f it is faid, before I formed thee in the belly 1 
knew thee : and before thou cameji forth out of the 
wombj I fanSifi^d thee^ and ordained thee a prophet 
unto the nations, Jer. i. 5. 

It is then, a rational a£t of worfliip ; for parents, 
from the very dawn and firji beginnings of Jife, to 
devote their children to God, and to the peculiar 
^niiuences of his Jpirit. And it is a very merciful 
Aod wife appointment, furely, if God has inftitu- 
fcd anyr/7^, or facrament of religion j in which be- 
'ie ving parents are commanded thus to dedicate their 
f rifants to him ; and in which he gives them a^i- 
^99i9t token that he will pour his fpirit and bleffing 
^ri thenrt. This is done in Baptifm. The water 
=>oured on them, being an apt and proper emblem 
^f his readinefs to hear the prayers of the pious 
Parent, and to give his fpirit to the child — to prc- 
^^e over, and aflift, it's intelledtual and moral, 
powers — to form it to a love of virtue — and to fit 
^nd pre-difpofe it for ufefulnefs in future life (s). 

Upon the whole then we conclude — that it be- 

^ng an undoubted Privilege of the Chriflian 

difpenfation, as it-was of both the jlbrahamic and 

Mofaicoi old, that the Infants of believers ft) fliould 

be 

(s) Mr. Tombs, the learned Antipedofaaptift, acknowledges 
that tht grace qfOoD inay pat In&nts inio Chrift, and unite 
them to him by his^iV/7. Vid. Examett/ }. lo. Soppofe, fais 
one, there were a Mafiir, who had the fecret oi pre'di/pofing the 
brain in order to future le^frning, ''or of giving a prtncitU or 
p9wtr of future knowledge ; would it not be a very realonable 
and deiireable thing to putln&nts under his management ; and 
might they not thenceforward be counted fcholan> or di/ciples, 
to him, though not yet adually taught ? 

(t) By Infants ofBelie'versy are not to be underflood only 
their natural offspring ; but any hfanU which are their proper. 

ty. 
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be tskcn, together with thcmfelves, into covn 
v/itbGoD : it becomes us, with great thankfatn 
to accept of this favour ; to dedicate our cMdi 
as well »s ourjehti, in this folemn manner to hi 
and thus publickly to declare — that we, undo 
Household, witifirve tbeLoRD. t 

ty, or mcD^n of their houfehold, or Tor whofe retigioiis edi 
tioD they will {olemaly undertake. Thus, not only Ahrabm 
own chUdrei), but all ham ia hh heufe, or bnght itiitb bis moi 
lie WM commanded to firfUMfry!. Gin. xvVi. 13. Sowhen 
Jia, thejeyhr, kdA Suphanai were baplifed, it ii particula 
obierved, that their htujihtiii were biptifed with them. Fau 
Mwg hfanii, therefore, are vtiy ntionally bronght to £1^// 
by tfaofe who will engage folemoly for their C^/^ios cducali 
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Additional Notes to the Baptifm of In- 
fents, &c. 



t^TRODUC. lin. 16. from the end Add, The /igit 
ef nature itfelf feems plainly to have taught this. It was 
>e cuftom of the Remani, on the ninth day from the child's 
irth (which wa« called the lafirUal, or the day of puri^calhn) 
>r itt friends and relations to bri-g it to the temple, and be- 
^■"e the altan of the gods ; to recommend it to the proteflion 
■F fome tutelar Jtily. MiJiiltten*i Life af Cicrre. Vol. I. 
"■g. 6, A ceremony of the fame nature alfo was performed 
«aongft the Gretii. 

VnderArgantentlV. pag. 29. readtheaoie[z]at thebottom, 
»Ui,This fentiment of an lH/ai,rs Hol 1 (iE!s, and of the pro- 
P'">«tyand djty of its being bronghi into the Church of GOD, 
tnd there folemnly devoted to him, was quite fcriplurai and ra- 
'*anai; as well as perfeflly agreeable to the appointed cuftoms 
jad forms, and language of thofe times. For, Luke ii. zi, zj. 
*« faid — Thty h-au^bl the Infant Jesuj M tie Temple, to 
'*S»ENT HIM TO THE LoRD : Ai it ii •wriltea in the 
f""*; Etitry firfihom mall fiall be holy t<, the Lsrd. Hence 
W plainly follows, i. That Infanti are capable of Halim/i : 
"•d that fome were accounted hely [i, e. taken into a more 
peculiar relatiin to GOD) whillt others were not. And 
>' That our Loud himfelf, when an In/xnt, palfed under a 
fatni ttrimtnj, of the fame nature with mr Ii^anh when we 
bring 
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hnagHiemtohe hafti/tJ. Thelnfant Jesus, like »», «^ 
brODght to the place of woHhip, there /tUtmnfy t» ht prifnn^ 
or devoted, ft tit Lo».o. 

Pag. 4.1. !in. 3. from the end. To— Dn^ii^ tit Satr^mnt ^ 
Bl^ti/m ttlnfanti, add; and premifiiig tht iiagJmmef Hii^ 
vtn ta aKf onithttt ihi rtitmftian tfChrifi. 

Pag.^z. lin.i. Margin, fot Ji Nat. i^ Gratia, Leg. ^ 
Pte. Mirii. 

At the bottom of pag. 46. Subjoin this note, Irantu:^-: 
Etiphauim, Pbilafiriat, Avfiin, and Tbtsdortl, it ha* bee= 
jultly obferved, each of theoi wrote Cataltgati of the fevet^B: 
StSj and S§rtj of Chriltlans they had ever heard of;, but oaera 
of them mention any that denied Jx/ant Bafii/m, except thot « 
who deiutda/lSafti/ai. 
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SECTION I. 
A general Fiew of the Argument. 

[HEN God gave to ^irabam the 
Covenant of Ctrcumcifion [a], this 
religious Rite was adminiftred, 
upon the ground of his own 
faith [^], to all the males, !, e. 
all the capable members of his £imily, from 
B 2 eight 

[a] Aas vii. 8. [*] Rom. ir. t. 




(4) _ 

eight days old and upwards, according to their 
feveral and refpedtive ages [c] : Abraham him- 
fclf being ninety years old and nine when he 
was circumcifedj^^tf^/, his Ton, thirteen years 
old, &c[^]. But, for the future, the ap- 
pointed time of Circumcifion, in ordinary, 
was^.the eighth day from the birth ; except- 
ing the cafe of new Profelytes, c. g. the S^- 
cbemites [e]^ and others, whofe families were 
circumcifed together, as Abraham's had been \f]. 
In like manner, when the Covenant of Bap- 
tifm[g] was givtn to the Chriftian Church, 
it feems very natural to fuppofe, that this fa- 
crcd rite alfo was adminiftred to perfons of 
every age both old and young. For, Chriji- 
ian baptifm came in the room of Circumci- 
fion, fo as to fuperfede it [IS] ; and we find, 
at the beginning of the Gofpel Difpenfation, 
whole hotifebolds baptized together [/], as -4- 
hraham's houfehold had been circumcifed to- 
gether, (though there is no cxprefs mention 
of any young children being then admitted to 
the ordinance, in the one cafe more than in 
the other.) But, it is analogous to think, 
that the ufual time of adminftring baptifm, 
afterwards^ (excepting here again the Cafe of 
new Profelytes) was in the ftate of InfiinGy. 

Becaufe, . 

V] Gen. xvii. 23. [/] Gen. xvii. ^4, 25. 

>] Gen. xxxiv. 24. [/] Gen. xvii. 23. [^] i Pet. iii. 21, 

Jj] By chriftian bapti/m I mean baptifm, as adminidred 
in the chriftian church, commencing\fter the death of Chrill, 
whereby circumcifion &c. was vacated. 

[/] Afts xvi. 15, 33. I Cor. i. 16, 



(5) 
iBecaufe, there is no particular diredlion in 
xhe Gofpel to defer baptifm ordinarily even to 
Che eighth day from the birth, and much lefs 
l)eyond it^ and left of all to riper years ; and 
therefore it might well be judged lawful and 
expedient before. However, in this light the 
' snatter hath always appeared to me, and I be- 
lieve to mofl: other men. 

Nevcrthelefs, as the facred Hiftory often 
Speaks of adult baptifm (which^ as every one 
mnuA perceive, was a thing unavoidable at the 
£ril inftitution of chriftian baptifm, even 
iuppofing, not only that children alfo were 
to be baptized^ but that baptifm, as a (land- 
ing ordinance in the cbriflian church, like 
<ircumci(ion in the Jewifh church, was chief- 
ly defigned for children) I fay, becaufe the 
facred vi^ritings of the new Teftament make 
frequent mention of adult baptifm, without 
^xprefsly naming the baptization of children ; 
this hath lead fome perfons to conclude, that 
none, Jbut the adult were, or ought to be bap- 
tized. Now, this, I imagine^ is to turn an 
accidental circumjlance into a (landing rule , 
as the defendants of Ifhmael did, who cir- 
cumcifed not their children before the 1 3th 
year of their age, becaufe Ifhmael himfelf hap-- 
pened to be fo old, when he was circumcifed, 
at the time of the firft inditution of the 
rite of circumcifion \k]. 'And, if thd l/hma- 

elites 

[i] Jofeph. J. antiq. lib. i. 



(6) 

. elites could commit fuch a miftake, as to the 
time of adminiftring circumcifion, contrary 
to an exprefs command, fixing it to the eighth 
day ; it is poflible that others might fall into a 
like error about the time of admitting per^^ 
fons to baptifm, though the proofs for Infant'^ 
baptifm in the cbri/iian churchy were as clcar^ 
and ftrong, as the evidence for Infant-cir^ 
cumcijfon in the Jewifh church* It is there- 
fore no fufficicnt ground of prejudice, or 
obje£lion, againft Infant-baptifm, if fome 
perfons diflike, or difufe it ; efpecially when 
It (hall be confidered, how many more^ on 
the other fide, have declared for it, and h<m 
hng it hath been pradifed in the chriflian 
church. 

The Antiquity of this pradice is the Subjedl 
of our prefent Enquiry. And here again, fb 
far as I am able to judge, want of attention 
to the flate and circumftances of perfons and 
things, in the Primitive Church, hath proved 
the caufe of error and deception, ror, it 
was by degrees that the chriftian religion gain- 
ed ground in the world \ and fo, from time 
to time, new Converts came over to the chrifl 
tian church, and, by confequence, adult bap^^ 
tifms were very common of courfe in the ear- 
lier ages. But, to conclude from bence^ as 
fome perfons would do, that Infant-baptifm 
was not in ufe at that time, is evidently 2 
wrong conclufion. For, it by no means fol- 
lows^ that In&nts were not ordinarily bapti- 
zed 



(7) 

zed in thofe days, only becaufe adult perfons, 
not born of chriftian parents, were admitted 
to baptifm. The Antipedo-baptifts them- 
felves vouchfafe, to grant *' that In&nt-baptifm 
*^ began to fpread in the third century, and 
'* generally prevailed in the fourth [/]." And 
yet during that period, there are fome remark- 
able inftances, and examples of adult bap- 
tifm* 'Tis true ; thefe cafes have been mif- 
taken, and mifreprefented. For, the per- 
fons, fo baptized, were not born of baptized 
chriftian parents, as fome have fappofed, and 
upon that fuppofition denied the general ufe 
of Infant-baptifm in the firft ages of the 
chriftian church. The pretence^ I own, was 
very plaufible at the firft, and before the mat* 
ter of fad came to be critically examined by 
the light of hiftory. To read, or to hear, 
that fuch eminent and illuftrious perfonages, 
ds Conjiantiney ConJlantiuSy Gratian, Tbeodo'^ 
Jiu% the firft, &c. were not baptized in their 
infancy; thu^ upon a flight and fuperficial 
view, might be apt, . to raife a ftrong fufpi- 
(ion, that Infant*baptifm was a thing little 
known, or pradifed, at the time of their na<» 
tivity. But, upon a particular examination of 
thefe and the like inflances, it appears^ that 
fPQft, if not all of them relate to perfons, 

whofe 

[/] " Infant-Baptifin was moved for in the third Century; 
'* got footing, and eftabliihnient in the fourth and fifth ; and 
*' fo prevailed until the tinae of the Rcfprination." Dr^ 
Qill^ ne DiviBf ^igbt of Inf, Bap. ixamined, isTc. f. %^ 






whofc parents (one, or both) at tht time 
of their birth, were not baptized Cbrtftians 
themfelves \m]. Confcqucntly, no argu- 
ment can be drawn, or pertinently urged, from 
fuch examples, to difprove the conftant ufe 
o^ Infant-baptifm, in relation to the children 
of profeffed chriftians. A fingle exception, 
or two, if any fuch be found, cannot bes 
thought of fufficient force, to fet afide a ge- - 
neral rule, or to prove a contrary cuftom;^ 
cfpecially confidcring that a delay of baptifin,^ 
in fomc cafes, may be otherwife accounted^ 
for, without fuppofing Infant-baptifm not 
have been generally pradifed in the fame pe 
riod. 

This Point, I prefume, hath been cleare 
up by other hands, particularly by the ufe 
ful labours of Dr. IValli to the conviftiono 
the mofl judicious and learned Antipedo-bap— 
tifts themfelves ; becaufe, they are now filenC 
upon this head. There is, I confefs, on^ 
Norcot (to fay nothing of others [n]) who 
bath again made a flourifli with thefe great 
names in a book called. Believer's Baptifm 
difplaytd [o]. But, he hath difplayed little 
wifdom, or modefty in fo doing. His leader 
leems to have been Colonel Danvers that no- 
ted 

[»] See WalPs Hift. ^fln/ani- Baptifm. Part. 2. Ch. 3. 
'(ff] Some of the more illiterate among the Anti{:acdobap- 
dfts are often harangoiag upon the fame lobje^^ both in pub* 
lie, and private. 

l9l See his Poft&ript 



tid toitiancer [p]. In (hort, all the inftanCes^ 
referred to before, have been (hewed to bo 
nothing to the purpofe, excepting one only, 
and that a dubious one at the ihoft ; viz. tho 
cafe of Gregory Nazianzen 5 at the time of 
vrhok birthj that his father, (though after-» 
^wards a Bifhop) wa% a chriftian, is far from 
l^ing certain [^]<i The general ftream of hif- 
tory would prove the contrary, but for one 
iingle pailage in his life, writ by himfelf [r] i 
^which therefore hath puzzled all the Critics^ 
So that that the learned Dr. Wall could find 
no way^ to reconcile it with hiflorical truth^ 
but by fuppofing a corruption of the text, and 
offering an emendation [$]. But, as I am not 
fond of fuch expedients, I would humbly 
propofe another method of removing the dif- 
ficulty, e. g. tbui : When Gregory Nasuan^ 

C zeri% 

[f\ Dr. PFmU hath given his charader« Hi&. of Inf. Bap. 
fkrt 2. ch. 2. 

[q] That Grig. Naziamcen*s father was once a HeatheOj 
appears from what himfelf fays of him. De Vita foi. 

[r] Ov^0^offSlo9 iKfi^farfmicii Qit», 
Offoi /iiiXSi '^0'i«v f f(o? p^yof. i. e. 
Nondum tot anni font ti^, qoot jani in fiuSrif 
Mihi font perafli vidimis.-^— «* 

[i] ** If one were to amend by the fenfe without any 
** book, or ifiannfcript, I fiioald think that ^^tZf has crept 
** in by mUlake for ^MiM, &c.— «— Twtfr* 9oi/o #//. aj m^ 
•* gray hairs tfr^,— — is to the purpofe of the Faiher*s ar« 
** gument at that place.*' Hift. of Inf. Bap. p. 2. ch. 3. 
fe6t. t;. Edit. 3. It will yield as congruous a fenfe, if, for 
<&t/cri»y, we read fuo-MHrr' a farticipk agreeing with i^Lo), 
yhkh is an eader corredioa. qnf^iun^ a^fjutlrwit, irmt^t^f- 
flefych. Thus, (he iimfe will br« I have hen trgubltJ with 
i^afihma before y9u naat hm^ 



zaCs father fpeaks of tbe time of fatrifiai^ 
be m^ht refer, not to the time when himfelf 
was imde a BiOiop, (which probably was at 
a ¥cry advanced age, as he was a heathen id lus 
younger diys) but to what was die . moft 
ofbal time, in thofe days, of Bi£hops eA((r« 
ing upon their office ; and this, accdrding ta 
the Conjiitutivfis [/], was at iAiy years of age, 
though tliat rule was not always obfetved \u\. 
Thus then, tbe good old Bifliop, urging his 
ion to afiift him in his weighty charge, inty 
be conceived, to tell -him, among other/ Ar- 
guments, *^ that he had funrived {tbi. comr 
^ mencement of) the Epifcopal age, more 
** years than his fon had lived :'* and not, 
that his. fon had not lived fo many year^ as 
himielf had been a Bifhbp, according to the 
Latin tranflation. — I fubmit this remark, to 
the judgment of the critical, and candid 
Reader, x^nd if, after all, it (hall not ap- 
pear of fofficient weight and force,* to ferve 
the purpofe intended ; yetj fcom the fingle 
inftance of Gregory Nazianzeny na argu- 
ment can be drawn (as I hinted before) to 
difprove the general practice of Infant-bap- 
tifm in that age; for, by the confeffion of 
Antipe^-baptills themfel^s, it generally pre- 
vailed ii^ the fourth Century. But, . that it 

then 

[/] ConlUt. Apoft. lib. 2. cap. i. 

[«] Set Bihglam. Anttq. tf the Chr. Ck B. 2. Ch. lo. 
^. I. • 
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then Jirjl began io prevail^ or received it*s ef- 
tabKJhment^ as is pretended [yt^li this is a 
mere prefumption, without any hiftorical 
proof, as I hope to Aew in the Sequel, by 
confidering the praBke of the primitive 
cburcb^ with reference to Infant - B apt ifmi 
in the time of St. Auguftiny and from thence 
trax^in'g it back to the firft ages of all *f*4** 



r . ■ • ■ 



S E c r I O N IL 

A View of Infant-Baptifm in the 

fourth Century. 

IN order to fix the anti(][uit)\ and trace 
back xhe original, of Infant^Baptifm, we 
(hall begin at the time of St. Augujiin^ who 

C 2 flou- 






*njS\ S€e Dr. G/7/, uhi /itpra. 

The order of Cattcbumtns in cbe primitiire Chorcfa 
lias been alledged as a proQf. chat Infant- Bapufm was nocpiac* 
tiied in thefe days. But this can be no proof at all. For that 
order fubfiftcd in the time of St. Auftin: [Vid. Aogaftin de 
Fide Catecbomca, &&] whca Infant-Baptifai, as its oppooeots 
acknowledge, was in comnion ufe. Tne truth is, the order 
ef 'Catechumens^ (properly fo called, viz. thoie who were in- 
ftru£led in the Chriftian religion to prepare them for baptifm,) 
were not perfons bom of baptized Chriltian Parents^ but fpch^ 
(or their children) as rtlinquijbti Paganifmf and camt 9vir /• 
ibe Chrifiidn fahh ; as Lord King obierves. [Enquiry into 
the Conttlcution, &c. of the PHmidve Chufch. P. 2. Cb. 3. 
S. 3. Compare the karhed fieza*s note on' i Cor. vii. begin* 
ing.] 
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flourUhcd about the end of this century^ and 
in wbofe days the pra&ice of Psdo-baptifm 
did confefledly prevail. But, when it is pre- 
' tended, that it was chiefly owing to his in- 
fluence, and authority, that it did fo gene- 
rally prevail, either then or afterwards [:!^]i this 
pretence is a contradidion both to hiftory and 
to common fenfe. For, St. Auguftin bto)- 
fclf fpeaks of it, as the antient pradice of the 
univerfal church [y]. And how could he be 
fo rafh and ftupid, as to aflSrm fuch a thing, 
if Infant-Baptifm was generally known in his 
days, to be a nowl^ or late invention, which 
owed it's eftabB/hment to himfelf ? Let me 
farther obferve, when the Pelagiifm were 
ftrongly prefled with an argument, in proof 
of Original Sin, from Infant-baptifm ; they 
Qcver denied it to be an apoftolical inftitution, 
or the perpetual pradice of the chriftian 
church ; which, being the Chorteft way to 
get clear of the difficulty, they would un- 
doubtedly have taken it, if they had any 
ground for fuch a pretence, as they mu(l 
have had according to the modern hypothe- 
f\f of our Antipsedo*baptifts. Their hypothe- 
fis therefore is grqundlefs and abfurd. For 
an^ one to fay, that the Pelagians durjl not 

deny 

• 

[jr] Sei Ttmiis Examim, f, i *. 

Ty} Ut antiquitds univerfii Ecclefia pertlQcret fideles par- 
fuiot origioalls peccati reroUEooem per Chrifii baptifinum 
cppifpatgs. Jugujiift c^. Ps/ag. M, y 






% 
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deny Infaf^t^Baptifm [;?], is an idle conceit^ an4 
plainly faying nothing, iox want of having 
Something to fay.. For, what durft not tbey 
.do, who had the courage^ to deny Original 
Sin ? which was generally confidered, at that 
tin^e, ^nd ftrenuoufly urged, as the ground, 
and reafon of Infant- Baptifip ; fo that upon 
this v^ry fcore they were charged with deny- 
ing Infi^nt-Baptifm, as a confequence of their 
denying Original Sin, but they difowned the 
charge; and acjcqowledged the neceflity of 
Jnfant-Baptifm, though upon a different 
ground \a\. It was not therefore, for want 
of courage \ for, they were men of mettle ^ 
but for want of evidence^ that the Pelagians 
idid not deny Infant-Baptifm. "^ The plaia 
mruth of the matter then is, t)iey could not 
#ieny it. But, the fad itfelf is enough for 
^nur purpofe, viz. that the Pelagians did not 
jdeny Jnfant-Baptifm [b\ when the faireft 
<ipport unity was offered, and they had thp 
ftrongeft temptation to deny it, if they could 
have done )t confidently with honour and 
truth. This af^ears to me an unanfwerable 
argument, that thp pradtice of In£int-^3ap- 
tifm was far firom being a neno thing, or look- 
jsd upon as a humari invention^ in thofe days^ 
hut, on the contrary, was ponfidered, on all 
^des, as a divine inftitution, and the imme- 
morial 



[z\ TotnhisExi 
[a] Yid. Hum 
[h} Vid. G. ^. 



[z\ Tomhes Examen. P. 2. Se3., z, 

Hiironym, ad^Vitf, Ptlag, lib, J. fub. fin. 
^ ** VojfMtfi;Felag.Ui.z.U^.z.nif.^ 
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morial praSice of the chriftian church [r}. 
It is an argument which I fiifpeft the Antir 
pswlo-baptifts do hot care to look irt the foce ; 
•and, though the? celebrated Dr. (?r7/hath been 
lately forced to attack it, or give- up thecaufe ; 
we fliall prcfently fee, that it flands 'firrii 
tigainft all his artillery. • 

One method taken to intaKdate ttie force 
of this argument, is allcdging stber Eccle&tf- 
tical cuftoms, which pr-cvail^d j» g^iteraUy ift 
the primitive church, as Infant-Baptifm^ un- 
der 4he notion : of unwritten traditions ; and 
yet arc not held by us to be apoftoHcal infti- 
tutions. But before any great execution can 
be done this way, it muft be firfr (hewn, that 
the faid Ecclefiaftical cuftoms have the fame 
evidence from the tefiimonyof-ihe antients for 
their apoftolifcal inftitution 5 that they were 
put to the fame teji with Infant-Baptifm, to 
try their true antiquity and authority; dhd 
that they Jlood the trial, as Infant-Baptifm 4id, 
For, if thefe things cannot be made to appear, 
'tis evidently not rights but Very wrong, to 
put them upon the fame foot, as if we were 
equally obliged to receive the one, ias - the 
other, that we may prefervethe charafter of 
hne/i men [d]. But more of this matter 
hereafter. At prefent I (hall iapply my felf to 

ap^r- 

[f] See this argument well urged^ The Bartifni of Infants 
a Reafonable5ervice. . Arg. j. \J<%Mti^ iriw^^'y^^ 
{d} Sti Dr. GUPs Rmarks on ttft Sap- of Inf. a Reaf Sirv. 

p. 27. ••• • 
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* particular, and diftind: confideration of all, 
^Ixat Dr. Gill hath advanced, in order to evade 
^lie force of our argument, as flated above. 
I. S^ys the Dodor, ^* However embar- 
.^ gaffed Pelagius might be with the argu- 
^* ment, it did not lead to a cohtroverfy about 
** tht fubfeSl^ but the end oi baptifm, and 
** about the latter, not the former was jthe 
*' difpute»4;^].'r, . Very wcIlT ithtn both fides 
wer^ agreed atout iht fuhje^, of bapfifm. 
However, the difpute with the Pelagians did 
in faSi leiad to a contrbverfy ^bbut the fub- 
jecfl of baptifm, fo far as th^t they were ac- 
tually preiled, and even teaz.ed with an argu- 
ment from. Infant-Baptifn^.i as the learned 
jDodor cannot l3Ut know. And how eafy a 
matter Had it been for them, toi crufh this .ar- 
gument at once, and get clear of it for ever, 
without any mpre adoe, only by denying Infant- 
Baptifm, if they could haye denied it with a 
fafe conifcierice ? I appeal to the Dbftor him- 
felf, whether this was not the fliorteft way, 
and the moft cfTedtual method, tofilenceall 
his opponents. This may fervc, as a proper 
anfwer to what follows [/ }. " Nor was he 
^^ under fo great a Temptation, and muchlefs 
*• necefQtyf nor did it fo greatly concern him 
V to deny the baptifm of Infants, on account 
^y of his tenet i unqe he w^ abl? upon his 
** principles to point out other ends of their 

• *' baptifm, 

[i] aid. f. 2p. [/] ibii. 
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' 

^* baptifm, than that of remifllon of fin ; ancf 
•* particularly their receiving, and enjoying 
" the kingdom of heaven, &c." .There isf 
nothing in all thi$, that affeds our argunntent, 
in the leaft. We rdadiiy grant, that Pela^ 
gius was not obliged by his principles to deny 
Infant- Baptifm. On the contrary, we affirm^ 
and maintain, that he neither did, nor could 
deny it. But, What we urge is this, that, when 
he vvas vehemently prefled with an argument 
froni Infant- Baptifm in proof of or^nal fin. In- 
fant- Baptifm was considered as a ftiedium al- 
lowed on both fides, and it is What Pelagius 
never difputed, when he had a fair occaSon 
given him to deny it, if he could have done 
It with any appearance of modcfty, reafonr, 
and truth.— The Dodior proceeds. 

2. [?] " It fliould be known, and obferv- 
•* ed, that we have no writings of Felagiui 

" extant, &c." But, where is the ufe, or 

importance of knowifig and obfetving this, in 
the prcfent cafe, v/hen Dr. Gill doth not de- 
ny ** that he hath been ufed fairly, and lit 
willing to allow his (i. e.^^/Vj) authori- 
ties." Why, it is here, that we join iflui 
with him ; for, it is only upon fuch evidence, 
as we have^ that we can proceed, in deciding 
any controverted point of this nature. If the' 
DoSfor can produce any better j we are ready 
to attend to it. But he goes on rhus, 

3. " How- 
ell ibiJ. ^ . 



cc 



J. [b] " However acute, learned, and fa- 
^^ gadous Pelagius was, yet falling in with 
*• the fiream of the times^ and not feeing him- 
*« fclf concerned about the y&^>(^i, but the 
**^ end of baptifm, might give himfelf no 
«« trouble to enquire into the rife of it; buC 
^* take it for granted, as j^ujiin did, — that 
^ ^ it had been the conftant ufage of the churchy 
•* and an apoftolic tradition/' — Upon which 
it is obvious to remark. (i«) We have here 
fi fair coiiceflion that the Jlr earn of the times ran 
in favour of Infant -Baptifm, as th^conjiant u* 
^age of the churchy am an apoftolic tradition^ 
in the A2iy%oi jiuftin^ and of Pelagius^ who 
i>egan in the year 400 to teach his errors at 
Mme^ as fays Dupin [i]. (2.) That Pelagiui 
^ould fall in with the Jiream of the- times ^ 
^whatever Auftin might do, is highly impro- 
bable^ Nor can it be fuppofed that Auftin 
. iiimielf adted in this manner, without grant- 
ing at the fame time, that the pradice of In- 
fant-Baptifm was a prevailing cuAom before 
he came into play, which therefore could not 
be owing to his influence, and authority \K\. 
For, thaigh we allow him to be a very acute 
4nan \ yet furely he could not be the author 
of fuch an ingenious contrivance, as firfl: to 
raife the Aream of the times, and then fufl!cr 
\ixaiifXi \o\^ carried away with it. But, in 

D refpcdt 

'\h'\ Ibid. p. 21. CO Hifi. Ecclif. [i] See JPaWs 

Anjvi9r to Gate* i^* 4 ^7* 
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refpcA to Pelagius, I fay, it 19 highly impro- 
bable that he (hould fall in with the ftreatn 
of the times, and take the thing, in queiliony 
for granted without examination. So that 
there is no weight, or force in the Dodlor's 
fuggeftion, viz. " that Pelagius might give 
*' himfclf no trouble to enquire into the rife 
•* of Infant-Baptifm." For, we are not en- 
quiring into rxitxc poffibilities^ but probabilitiei^ 
and fads. And whatever Auftin was, it is 
certain that Pelagius was not of that temper, 
and complexion, as to fall in with the ftredm 
of the times. Witness his open oppofition 
to the vulgar dodrine of original fin. In this 
cafe Pehgius went againft the ftrcam of the 
times, and particularly againft Auftin him- 
felf, whether at the head, or in the midft of 
the ftream. (3.) If Pelagius faw himfelf no 
ways concerned about the fubjeds, but the 
end of baptifm j as Dr. Gill fays ; this im- 
plys, that Infant- Baptifm was no point of 
controverfy between him, and his opponents. 
It was a point in which both fides were ful- 
ly agreed J otherwife, when he was urged 
with an argument from Infant-Baptifm, he 
might have difpatched it at once, and ftruck 
all his adverfaries dumb, by denying Infant- 
Baptifm ; as, I am perfuaded. Dr. G/7/, or 
any other IkUfuI difputant, would have done 
in the fame cafe j and Pelagius appears to 
have been a man of fufiicient fagacits^ I add 

of 
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of Jpirit too, not to have let flip fuch an ad- 
vantage. — ^But let us attend the DoStor. 

4. "Tho* Pe/agius complained, that he 
** was defamed, and flandered by fome, who 
^* charged him with denying Infant- Baptifm ; 
** yet this, Auftin obferves, was only a fliift 
^* of his, in ^rder to invert the ftate of the 
^< queftion, {hat he might more eafily an- 
•* fwer to what was obje^ed to him, and prc- 
^* fcrve his own opinion [/]." — ^Now, for my 
part, I cannot conceive, with what view Dr. 
an mentioned this, or with what pertinency 
it is brought in here, unlefs with a defign to in- 
iQnuate, that Pelagtus, notwithftanding his 
pretences to the contrary, did really deny In- 
Jant-Baptifm. For, the Etodlor immediately 
adds ; ** And certain it is, according to jiuj^ 
«* tifjy that the P^/tf^/tf;7J did deny baptifm to 
^' fome Infants, even to the Infants of Believ- 
** ers, &c." — But, I muft leave the Doc- 
tor, to reconcile this with what he had 
faid, under the laft article, of Pelagius fal- 
ling in with theftream oftbetimes^ andnotfee^ 
ing bimfelf concerned about the JulyeSis of bap* 
tijm i and fo proceed to examine the truth 
of his round aflertion, *^ that, according to 
•* Auftin^ the Pelagians did deny baptifm to 
*^ fome In&nts, even the Infants of Believ- 
" ers." A ftrange aflTertion indeed! and a 
?ery falfe one s as I (hall (hortly prove, I hope 

Da to 

[0 liu. 
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to the Doctor's convidion. At prcfent, let 
QS confider^ what the complaint of Pelqgius 
really was, and Aujiin^s refledtions upon it, 
in order to fet the matter in a true light, that 
the Reader may not be miflead by the Do^ 
tor's reprefentation of the cafe. Pelagius then 
faid [m] ^^ that he was defamed, and Q^x^ 
dered by feme men, as denying the facra* 
ment of baptifm to Infants^ and fromifing 
the kingdom of heaven to fome without the 
redemption of Chrifl. But (fays jiufiifC^ 
tbeje things are not fo objcdted to them, as 
he hath put them. For, neither do they 
deny the facrament of baptifm to Infants^ 
*^ nor promife the kingdom of heaven to any 
** without the redemption of Chriftt Thsxe^ 
^^ fore, what he complains of being defamed 

'' for^ 

[«r] In literis etianiy qaas Romam miiit (fc Pelagius) a4 
beats memoris papam Jnnocentium (quoniam eum in corpore 
non invenerunt, et fando pap^ Xmmo dat^e funt» atque ad 
nos inde diredlae) didx, fe ab bominibus infamari^ quod negat 
farvulis baptifmi facramentum, et abfque redemptione Chiif^ 
ci aliquibus cctloram r^na proQiittat. Sed non fie Olw 
hasc objiciuntur, ut pofust. Nam ntfus parvu/is negani b^^ 
tifmi Jdcramtntum^ neque abfque redemptione ChrifU b^pc 
aliquibus coelorum regna promittunt. Itaqae unde fe qoeritur 
iofamari eo modo props/uity ut facile poflet crimini objcdn^ 
falvo fuo dogmate, relpondere. Objidtor antem illis, quod 
pen bapcijatos parvulos nolunt damnationi primi hominis oh* 
noxlos confiteri, ct in eos traniiifle originale peccatnm regene- 
ratione purgandum, quoniam propter accipiendum regnum 
ccclorum can^ummodo eos baptizandos t^e contendunt, 8cc, 
**£cce tjuod eis objicitur de b^rpttfino parvulorum! non quod 
ipfe ita propofuit^ ut po£it fo^ propcfitioni, quafi adverfanti^ 
oljedhoni, fecundum fua dogmata refpondere. Denique, 
quomcdo refpondeat advertite, et videte latebras, &c, Au* 
,^t^in. i$ f^ccau Orig. conf. Pclqg. et QeleJ. fib. ^t 



r, he batb ftated io fiich a manner^ at 
at he might eafiiy anfwer to what was 
2}e6ed to him, and preferve hk own opi* 
oo. (i. c. as U origind fin) Now^ that, 
fanch is objedcd againft them^ is tbis^ 
lat they will not acknowledge unbapti* 
d Infants to be liable to the condenuia* 
HI of the firft inan^ and that original fin 
Lth pafied upon them to be purged by n^ 
iieracion; becaofe they maintain^ that 
(fy are to be baptized only that they may 
cdve the kingdom of heaven, &c.-*Be-* 
>ld what is ob^eded to them concerning 
e baptifm of InfentsI &e.*'— -— Thus, 
sever (homing Pelagius might ufe^ it was 
to difguife any {M-ivate opinion he enter- 
d againft Iniant-Baptifm, as Dr. Gilts 
of introducing this matter would lead 
o fufbeA. For, as uiufiin affirms, this 
not toe thing laid to his charge ; on the 
ary, An/tin exprefsly fays, that the Pe^ 
m did not deny the facrament of baptifin 
.&nts, but held that they were to be bap- 
, that they might receive the kingdom 
saven. 

(t us now examine the troth of oor learn- 
kxftor's aflertion, viz. 'Sand arfmn it is, 
ccording to Aufiin^ that the Pelagians 
d deny baptifm to fome Infants, even to 
e Infants of Believers, and that for this 
afon, becauie they were holy.*^ Hete^ 
, a littlp enouiry, |t will appear, that the 

Ppaor 
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Dodor was lead into a great miftake^ by nn- 
derAandiDg abfoktely what was only fpokcr: 
typotbeticaUjf^ For, the Peiagiam did not 
abfolutely deny bapti(m to the Infants of Be-- 
lievers ; but they only denied the neceiSty oi 
it upon the fuppofition of their antagonids^ 
^ viz. that the defign of baptifm was to clean/e 
from Jin : ftill infifting upon the neceflity of 
their baptifm on another account, viz. tbat^ 
tbey might enter into the kingdom of heaven*' 
It is a difadvantage in this argument, that we 
have none of their writings entire, and com^ 
pleat, but are obliged to take up with fmali 
fcraps, - and quotations from them, without 
the benefit of feeing them in their due order^ 
and connexion. However, by a narrow in- 
fpcdion of the paflage upon which Dr. GiU 
hath grounded his mifliake, we {hall eafily 
detc6t, and expofe his error. St. Augujiin 
introduceth the difcourfe thus [n] : « But 
^* what we have faid above, in anfwer to 
" thofe that fay, If a finner begets a finner, 
^^ a righteous man (hould beget a righteous 
<^ man ; the fame we alfo fay in anfwer 
** to thofe, who affirm, that one born of a 
<^ baptized perfon (hould be confidered as al- 
*^ ready baptized, &c/' — Now, this argument 

afFedts 



[«] Quod autem fupra refpondimus adverfus eo8» qui di-^ 
cunty k peccator genuit peccatorem, juflus quoque juftam 
gignere debuit : hoc etiam his refpondemus, qui dicunt de ho- 
mine baptizato natnpi* jai^i v^Iuti baptizatum haberi deb^ 
yic, 5f9,. Auguftin, de Peccat. merit, et remh. cgnt. Pelage 



B^fl^As the adult children^ as well as the In« 
Fan ts, of baptized chriftians. But to proceed : 
a* little after we have thefe words [o] i *^ But 
** mbe apoftje fays, your children would be un- 
** €:lean^ but now are they holy : and therefore 
*^ izy they, the children of Believers ought 
^^ not now to be baptized." This is the 
Pa^filage upon which Dr. Gill hath grounded 
^is aflertioD, that the Pelagians denied baptifm 
^o the Infants of Believers. But (notjo in- 
^ft^ that the words do not mention Infants, 
%xit children at large, and fo may include the 
^dult children of Believers ; and confequently 
^^nake as much againfl adult Baptifm, as In-* 
z&nt- Baptifm) that the Pelagians did not ab^ 
^^bitefy deny baptifm to the Infants of Believ- 
ers, is evident from what follows in anfwer to 
their argument ; which is only argumentum 
ad bominem. Says Auftin [^] *' It is not con- 
^* trary to our aflertion, although holy chil- 
** drcn are born of Believers, that we fay, if 
" they are not baptized^ they go into condem- 
^* nation s to whom (viz. the unbaptized chiU 

" dren 

[0] At enim ait apoftolos; Fill! veflri immundi eflTent, nunc 
• tmem fnnt fandi ; et ideo inquiunt fidelium filii jam baptizari 
aiinime debuerant. Auguftin, ibid. 

[pi £t contra nollram quidem non eH afleitionem, etiamfi 
cxndelibiis iandU propagantur, quod cos dicimus, finon bafh- 
iizaaiurf pergere in damnacioseniy quibus et ipfi rtgnum cm- 
.krum inUrcludunt, quamvis eos dicant non habere ullum vel 
proprium, vel originale peccatum. Auguftin. ibid. Upon an- 
other occafion St. Augujiin fays, that the Pelagians never de- 
nied, that In^nts could not enter into the kingdom of heaven 
without baptifm. De Peccat. Origin, cont. Pelag, tt Ct/eji, 
M. 2. 
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« iren of SeUevers) even they diemlelim 
*^ (viz. the Pelagians) (hot the kingdom of 
" beaven, though they fay, they have nd 
•* fin, peffonal, or originaL"— And now, let 
any impartial Reader judge, whether^ at I 
iaid before, the kat ned D^Slor was not lead 
into a great miftake, by underAanding aiji^ 
haefy, virhat was only fpoken bypotbetkaify^ 
For, it ikianifeftly ai^)ear6, from the very 
words of Aufiin in the place referred to 1^ the 
DoBor^ that the Pelagiam held BapUfin to be 
neceflkf y for the Infants of Believers. There^ 
fore, they could not deny Baptifm to fudi In^ 
fants abfobitehf^ but only apon the foppofi^* 
tion of their opponents, viz. that the defiga 
of Baptiftn was to cleanfe from frt,. And tbus^ 
the dired contrary of what Dr^ CHU a&rts it 
certain according to Aiftin. We (hall take 
him tripping again, under the next article^ 
and in a yet more egregious manner. 

5. " Pelagius fays no fucb things that he 
*^ never heard, no not even any impious he- 
•* retic, who denied Baptifm to InlBtnts [y],** 
This is a furprizing affertion in the D^or. 
For, we (ball prefently prove, and out of his 
own mouth, that Pelagius (aid the very tbing 
itfelf. His words are [r], " that he never 
*' heard, no not of any impious heretic, viHbo 
^^ would fay this concerning Infants, which 

ho 

[f] Jhii. /. 24. 

[r] Naoqaam fe vel impiam aliquem haeretieilin audiiife 
q[uihoCy fuod fropo/uit, de parvulis dicerfC, 



'* he had propofed^ or mentioned/' -— ** The 
** fenfc, as the DoSior rightly obferVes, dc- 
'' pends upon the phraie, quod propofuit ^ what 
" he bad propofed^ or mentioned^ of whom^ 
'^ and what that is to be unde'rflood." But 
the fame or the like phrafe is ufed feveral 
times in the difcourfe^ and plainly refers eve-* 
ry time to the fame perfon, and things viz* 
'^ to Pela^ius himfeif) and to the ilate o( the 
^^ queftion, as he had put it[i];" to borrow 
the Dodor's words again. Accordingly,* the 
Dodlor fays, this feems to be the fenfe^ltl^ 
Weil ! thus far we are agreed. Nothing now 
remains, for clearing up the whole matter^ 
but to coiifider, how Pelagius had, in fad:^ 
(iated the queftion. ** Reprefentbg (fays the 
•' Dodor) that he was charged with promi- 
" fing the kingdom of heaven to forae with* 
" out the redemption of Chrift[«]." But oh, 
good Dodor ! Is this the wbok of his reprefen- 
tation? {ox propojitioriy to wit^x,.AujtirC^ phrafe) 
Have you not (I am loth to fay defignedly) 
dropt the Jirftpart of it? the part, which ex- 
prefsly mentions the Baptifm of Infants ? the 
very part, in fhort, upon which the prefent 
queftion depends ! For, Pelagius had repre- 
fented, and corpplained [w] " that he was 

E '' unjuft- 

[/] Ibid. p. 23* utpofait — eo modo propofuit — ita propo^ 
fait, ut poflit fu« propofitioni, &c. Vid. fupra not. [wrj* 

£/] Ibid. [«] Ibid. 

[iv] Dicit fe ab hominibas infamari, quod neget paivulis 
baptifmi facramentum, et abfque redemptione Chrifti harc ali- 
qnibos ccsloruin regna promittaC. Vid, (ujbra not. [mj. 
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^* unjiiftly charged with denying the facra^ 
** ment of baptijm to Infants^ and promifing 
^* the kingdom of heaven to foriie without the 
•' redemption of Chrift j" as we have fcen be- 
fore. Therefore this is, in part, what Pelagiui 
faid, he never heard, no not of any impious he- 
retic that would fay concerning Infants, viz. 
that they were to be denied Baptifm; which 
was one thing falfely laid to his charge, as Pela- 
gius complained : and the words refer to fl>e. 
Jiate of the quejiion^ as he had put it^ by Dr. 
GUN own confeffion. Confcquently, the 
learned Dodtor is miftaken again, or (which 
I would hope is not the cafe) willing to lead 
others into a miftake, when he affirms, that 
Felagius fays no fuch thing. And to what 
can we impute the DoSlor's quoting by halves, 
and his leaving out the main words of the 
fentence, upon which the prefent debate 
wholly turns ? but to his exceffive modefty, 
which could not bear the mortification of a 
moft glaring felf-contradidion? But, upon fe- 
cond thoughts, he may fee reafon to retraO: 
his following words [x\ *^ take the words 
which way you will, they can't be made 
fay, that he never heard, that any heretic 
denied Btiptifm to Infants." For, taking 
tlje words in his own way^ they as plainly fay 
this^ as the other thing he mentions ; becaufe 
both are equally included in the propojition^ 

or 

[.v] Hid, /. 24: 
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or in the Jlate of the queftion^ as Pelagius bad 
^ut it. And if the Baptifoi of Infants was 
not included in the piopofition ; how comes 
their Baptifm^ and regeneration in Chrijl^ to 
be mentioned afterwards with reference to 
it [y] ? whether putat^ or vetat^ be the right 
reading. Having fet this matter in a proper 
light ; let us now follow the Dodor a ftep 
farther. 

6. ** Auftin himfclf doth not fay, that 
" he had never heard> or read of any catho- 
" lie, heretic, or fchifmatic, that denied In- 
^* fant-Baptifm [z]'' — To which I anfwer, 
it is not material to the purpofe in hand, whe- 
ther Au[tin himfelf fays fo, or not. We 
have already feen him quote Pelagius^ faying 
the ftrongeft thing, that any man could fay, 
for the perpetual and univerfal pradice of In- 
fant-Baptifm in the chriftian church from the 
beginning. But, the Dodor adds; ** He 
•* could never fay any fuch thing j" and gives 
fcvcral reafons for it, which we fliall examine 
in their order. 

( i.)x Says the Doftor [a\ " He muft know, 
" that Tertullian had oppofedxi'' — Here the 
Dodor hath changed the terms of the propo- 
fition. For, he gives it, as a reafon to prove, 

E 2 that 



[jr] " Dum COS baptizari, et in Chrillo renafci putat.—- 
" So it is in my edition of Avfiin ; putat ^ and not 'vetat, z% 
" Dr. ffall quotes it." Dr. G'///. ibid. p. 23. Vid. PFairs 
Hift. of Inf. Bap. p, i, ch. 19. feft. 30. 

[2] UiJ. f. 24. [tf] Z^/W. 
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that Auftin had heard of fomc body, who 
denied Infant- Baptifm, that he muft know, 
that ^ertulUan had eppofed it. But, whatever 
Auftin might know of that matter, one thing 
he certainly knew, viz, how to diftinguiib be- 
tween perfons denying Infant-Baptifno, and 
their oppofing^ or cent radioing it, in fome 
fort \b\ Of this kind was TertulHan^s oppo- 
fition to it. For, whatever he faid againft it, 
he did not properly ^f/iy Infant-Baptifm; but, 
on the contrary, allowed of it in cafes of ne- 
ceffity ; as will be (hewn in its proper place. 
Therefore the Do6lor*s firft argument falls to 
the ground. For, St. Auftin might know, 
that Tertullian had fome way oppofed it, and 
yet have never heard of any one th^t denied 
Infant-Bapiifm. 

(2.) " And he himfelf (fays the Doftor [c]) 
was at the council of Carthage^ and there 
prefided, and was at the making of that ca- 
non, which runs thus 5 alfo it is our ptea-^ 
•* fure^ that whoever denies^ that new-born 
** Infants are to be baptized — — let him be 
*^ anathema: but to what purpofe was this 
canon made, if he, and his brethren knew 
of none that denied Infant-Baptifm ? To 
** fay, that this refpefts fome people, who 
'* were ftill of the fame opinion with Fidus^ 
** an African Bifliop that lived 150 years be- 

•* forp 



[^J Zee hh nxjords in our Titli-fagt. 
ic} IbU. 
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^* fore this time, that Infants were not to be 
^* baptized until they were eight days old, is an 
^* idle notion of Doftor fVall [d] : can any 
^^ man in his fenfes think, that a council, 
^* confiding of all the Bidiops in j^frica, 
** fliould agree to anatbemize their own bre- 
" thren, who were in the fame opinion, and 
** pradtice of Infant-Baptifm with themfclvcs.; 
*^ only they thought it fhould not be admi- 
** niflred to them, as foon as born, but at 
** eight days old? Credat Judaus Jpella, Gfr." 
-—Now here let it be obferved (i.) It appears 
by the inftance oiFidus (whofe opinion might 
poffibly furvive himfelf 150 years; there is 
no abfurdity in the fuppofition) that fome pcr- 
ibns might be againft the baptizing of neHiy- 
horn Infants j and yet not deny Infant-Bap- 
tifm, unlefs they could both deny, and prac- 
tife it at the fame time. For, Fidus himfelf 
vras for having Infants baptized, when they 
were eight days old ; at which age they furely 
were Infants ililL Accordingly (2.) The Canon 
before us relates, not to Infants at large, but on- 
ly to w^'re;-^^r« Infants. For, fo it is exprefled, 
both in the Greek W, and likewife in the 
old Latin copy, in a Treatife bound up with 
St. Auftin's works [/]. Therefore, to ex- 
tend 



[/] Hift. of Inf. Bap. part i. cK 19. fed. 37. 

Canon. 1 1 2. o/nod. Carthag. Balfamon. 

[/] Qnicunqae parvulos reeentis ah uUris matrum bapti- 
reandos negat, ^Cr D0 BcchJUtft* Dogmat. 
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tend the canon farther, than to new-born In* 
fants, is evidently to pervert it's meaning, and 
to put a fenfe upon the canon, which the 
makers of it never intended. For, if they 
meant Infants at large; why did they ufe 
fuch a reftriftjve term, as new-^born Infants! 
It muft then be a wrong conclufion, for any 
one to infer from hence, cither that Aufiin^ 
or any of his brethren, knew of fomc, that 
denied Infant-Baptifm. For, if any perfons 
were againft the baptizing oi new-born Infants ; 
it by no means follows, that they denied In- 
• fant-Baptifm. Becaufe, as appears by the 
inftance of FiduSy thofe, that were in the fame 
opinion and pradice of Infant-Baptifm with 
themfelves, might neverthelefs think, that it 
(hould not be adminiftred to them, as foon as 
born. It is obfervable, that St. Aufiin him- 
felf \g\ makes mention of new-born children, 
by way of contradiftindion from children 
eight day^ old, with an eye to the fcruple of 
tidus. (3.) It is demonftrably certain^ that 
this canon was not made againft any perfons, 
that denied Infant-Baptifm. Becaufe, it was 
made againft Pelagius^ and Celejiius^ as is 
noted by Pbotius^ who mentions this ca- 
non [h]. But, neither of ihefe men denied 
Infant-Baptifm. What then did they deny ? 
The refolution of this point will lead us into 

the 



[g"] De peccator. merit » et rejr.is, lib, 3. 
[^J Bihiiothec. Cod, 53. 
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:lie true meaning, and dcfign of the canon ; 
sind fo furni{h us with a proper anfwer to the 
3)o6lor's queftion, (viz. ** to what purpofe 
ivas this canon made?") without receding ia 
the leaft from our hypotheiis, that the mak- 
ers of the canon, even their grand prcfident 
himfelf (tho' the council confifted of all the 
Bifliops in Africa) knew of none, that denied 
InfanUBaptifm. — Now,- though Pelagius de- 
nied, Cele/iius confcfftd that, according to the 
t^al form of Baptifm, Infants were to be 
^ptized for the remijjim of fin ; and both 
Agreed in .this, that Infants derived no original 
^n from, Adam. Let us then confider the 
canon, which was made againft them jointly, 
with proper attention 5 and it will appear to 
be judicioufly, and accurately framed, in few 
words, according to this double occafion. The 
canon bears this title [/], ** That Infants are, or 
" are to be, baptized for the remijjion of fin'* 
And it runs thus [^} : " It is alio our plea- 
" fure, that wholoever denys that Infants new- 
** born are to be baptJKd, (e. g. Pelagius) or 
" fays that they (hould be baptized, (e. g. 
•* Celejlius [f]) for the remifjion of fin ; but 
" that they derive no original fin from Adam, 

" which 



f /] 'O7/ Iflt /Uixpfl? ^ i(^tciv a/jLocfliav ^x-Trltl^dvJcci* 
tK Tcoy yuH^v tZv jjunjipm ^xis\t!^o^iViL ctfvth-xh « xiyeteiq 

/tf//, &C. ilfuQilJLA Ml. 

[/] Fid, Augufiin. cont^ Okji, i^c. lib. i, de peccat, orig* 
cap, 5. 
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^ which ought to be cleanfed by the lav 
" of regeneration, &c. (e. g. both PelagiuS^ 
" and Celejiius) let him be anathema*' Thu8^ 
according to the title^ and to the occajion^ and. 
to the conftruSiion of this canon, it is fo fraov^ 
ed, as that the remiffion of Jin (lands in con-* 
nexion with the Jirft^ as well as with the fc* 
cond claufe; there being a plain contraft be-^ 
tween Pelagius's denying^ and Celejiius s con^ 
fejfing^ the Baptifai of Infants for the remif^ 
Jion of Jin. Therefore, that part of the canoa 
was not made againfl: any perfon, that abfo-* 
lately denied the Baptifm even of new-born 
Infants; but again ft ^/w, who denied, thaC 
new-born Infants were to be baptized for the 
remiffion oj Jin\^% is well known Pelagius did, 
tho* he held their baptifm to be neceflary up- 
on another account, viz. that they might enter 
into the kingdom of heaoen. This difcover$ 
the reafon of the council's fo particularly fpe- 
cifying new-born Infants, (or, Infants new- 
born Jrom their mother s womb-, as the canon 
expreffes it) Becaufe, as fuch Infants could 
not be fuppofed guilty oi zny aSiual^ ov per- 
Jonal fin of their own ; this precifion in word- 
ing the canon was intended to limit the rea- 
fon of their Baptifm to original Jin. In (hort, 
the whole emphafis lies in this circumftance 
of Infants being new-born. And no one 
could rationally pretend, as the council itfclf 
thought [m\^ that fuch Infants ftood in need • 

of 

[m] For, upon that fuppofition they faj, (SdtF yinlat 
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Baptifm in it's then ufual and common form^ 

at is to fay, for the remijjion of fm {n\ ; if 

ey derived no original fin from Adam. And 

is explains the meaning of what the learn- 

Pbotius fays of the council at Carthage^ who 

ade the canon under confideration^ viz. 

I " that they anathematized thofe, who faid, 

that new-born Infants Hood in no need of 

Baptifm, becaufe they derived no original 

fin from Adam!' — Therefore, tho' we have 

> occafion to fuppofe with Dr. fVall^ ^^ that 

the canon refpeds fome people, who were 

ftill of the fame opinion with Fidus, an 

AJrican Bifhop, that lived 150 years before 

this time;" (Dr. G/tf may call this an idle 

£ion^ if he pleafcth ; we want it not) Yet 

vonder it, who will) ** a council confiding 

of all the Biftiops in Africa^ did, in fadt, 

agree, to anathematize their own brethren, 

who were in the fame opinion, and practice 

of Infant'Baptifm with themfelvesj" only 

ley differed about the reafon of the thing. 

Fay, we fee by an cxprefs claufe in the canon, 

F that 

oHo^ i)i^^ndri^i aKXa '7rha,7o<; voenreti) Ibid. 
{n\ Infantes autem debere baptizari in remiflionem pecca- 

trum fecundum regulam uni'verfalis ecclefia confite.nur : 

ys Celeftius. Auguftin. de peccat. orig. c. 5. Hence that 
jeftion. Quid feftinat innocens aetas ad remiffionem peccato- 
ini ? Tertullian. de Baptifmo. 




.elefliuna. Phoc. Biblioth. cod. 53. 
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that the members of this council were not fa- 
tisfied, if apcrfon owned, that Infants were 
to be baptized for the remijjion of Jin ; unlefs 
he acknowledged that they were to be bap- 
tized on the account of original fin alfo. And 
doih not Dr. Gill himfelf fay, and fay truly, 
(St. Auftin having tcftified the fame thing [p],) 
that the controverfy with the Pelagians was 
not about the fubjeSi^ but the end of Bap- 
•* tifm, and about the latter, and not the for- 
" mer was the difpute [q]*' — This, I prcfume^ 
any competent, and candid Reader will judge 
a fufficient anfwer to what the Dodtor hath 
advanced, both lately, and on a former occa- 
fion [r], with referenlce to the Carthaginian 
council, and their famous canon. For, it is 
manifcft upon the whole, ** that tho' St. Au- 
*^ Jtin prefided in that council, and was 
the making of this canon ; he fnight not- 
withftanding, have never heard, or read ol 
any catholic, heretic, or fchifmatic, that^i^ 
nied Infant-Baptifm." — Let us now confr 
der, what farther props, the Dodtor hath, t«ii 
fupport his tottering bypothefis. 

(3.) [j] *' ^z^//>2 himfelf makes mention c^i 
*^* fome, that argued againft it after this maim.- 

« ne^ 
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[p\ CoDccdunt parvulos baptizari oporterc. Non erfCP^ 
qrzjltio eft inter nos, et ipfos, utrum parvuli baptizandi fin^r 
ied de causa quaeritur, quare baptizandi fin t. Augufiin,de*Qtf^i* 
apoj\, firm. 14. 

[^} Ihld. p. 20. 

\r] Divine right of Inf. Baft, examined ^ ffff. p. 3 j. 

[j] Remarks on Infimt Bapc. a rcafonabie Icrv. p. 2^ 
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ner [/]." ^* Men arc ufed to afk this queft- 
«^ ion, fays he, of what profit is the facra* 
^* ment of chriftian-baptifm to Infants, fce- 
** ing when they have received it, for the 
♦^ moft part they die, before they know any 
** thing of it." — But neither doth this come 
op to the point, or prove, what it is al- 
ledged for, viz. that Auftin had heard of any 
one (I mean any chriftian, whether catholic^ 
heretic^ or fcbifmatic) who denied Infant-Bap^-^ 
tifm. For ( i .) men might afk fuch a quc(t»-^ 
ion for their own information, without deny- 
ing Infant- Baptifm, or fo much as arguing 
againft it. In the fame place St. Auftin makes 
mention of another queftion, which fomc 
ignorant people were ufed tq afk, in reference 
to the death of Infants, and their bodily pains. 
" What occafion was there for one to be born^ 
who departed this life, before he could 
merit any thing ?" This queftion he bath 
no fooner anfwercd, but he mentions the 
other queflion produced by the Doftor, and 
mentions it in fuch a manner, as to put it 
upon the fame foot with the former [«]. 
Now, if that queftion was afked by any 
chriftian,. it could only be for the fake of in* 
formation, (and when perfons are ignorant^ 
it is very commendable in them to dcfire, to 
be informed.) For, it is very abfurd to fup- 

F 2 pofe, 

[f\ Augufiin* de lihero arhit.lih, 3. cap, 2 J, 
[«j 9u9 loco etiaai iitud perfcrutari ^ojniaes folent^ facra- 
mentnin baptiiiaii ChriiU qiiid parvuUy profit^ 4^6* 
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pofc, that any chriftian would afk the qucft- 
ion, with a defign to argue againjl the birth 
of children, dying in Infancy. But, there 
is the fame rcafon to fuppofe this^ as the Doc- 
tor hath to fuppofe, from the like quedion 
concerning the Baptifm of children, dying in 
infancy, that the perfons, who alked the 
queftion, argued againft it. (2.) If they did 
thus argue againfl: Infant-Baptifm ; it is in- 
«3:umbent upon the Dodor to prove, that they 
^erc cbrijlians. For, there is fome reafon 
to doubt of it, confidering in what manner St. 
Auftin introduces the Jimilar queftion going 
before, calling it a calumny [w]: And truly, 
if it was meant as an objeSlion^ it is fuch 
calumny, or refledtion upon divine Provi-^ 
dence, as could proceed from the mouth of 
none, but men of atheiftical principles* 
(3.) They might even argue in this manner 
againft Infant- Baptifm; and yet not denyxi i 
nay, be fo far from denying it, as to prac- 
tife it themfelves, fuppofing them to be chri(^ 
tians. For, there is fuch a thing, as arguing 
for arguing' s fake : and this very way I have 
known the fame queftion afked among, and 
by thofe, who do pradtife Infant-Baptifoj. 
And I would gravely afk the Dodlor, whe- 
ther he really thinks, that any of thofe men, 
who raifed the other difficulty about the birth 
pf Infants, wojild fcruple, upon the ftrength 

of 

* 

[^a] Huic autem difputationi objici ab imperitis folet quae* 
^a^ fq/fftf^Him de mort^is paryulor^m, ^c* 4^g'ifi^'' ^^4* 
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of their own objciflion, to render due benevo^ 
knee ? The application is eafy, and. I hafte 
to the next thing. 

(4.) " And as' before obferved (fays Dr. 
Gill [pel) he brings in the Pelagians hymg^ 
that the Infants of believers ought not to 
'* be baptized [y']!' But, in relation to what 
he hath before obferved as to this matter ; wc 
have before proved that our learned Dodlor is 
under a grofs miftake. And fo we proceed 
to his laft argument, (which will prove faulty, 
like the reft) to prove, " that Auftin could 
not fay, what he is made to fay/' 
(5.) "And fo Jerome [z]^ who was a co- 
temporary of his, fpeaks of fome chriftians, 
'* qui dare noluerint baptifma^ who refufed to 
« give baptifm to their children'^, fo that tho* In- 
** fant-'Baptifm greatly obtained in thofe times, 
** yet was not fo general as this author re- 
'* prefents it. , Auftin therefore could not 
" fay, what he is made to fay." Thus far 
the Do(9:or [a]. But, as his conclufion is now 
come to it's laft legs ; fo it will be hard fct, 
to maintain it's ground. The fmall fcrap of 
Latin words, cited from Jerome^ may feem, 
perhaps, to make for his purpofe, detached, 
as they are, from the reft of the fentence ; 
but, coniidered in their due connexion, they 
will appear with a different afpedl. For, up- 
on examining the paffgge, the Dodor will be 

found, 

p] Ibid. 

\y\ jiuguftin. dt peccator, mfritf /. 2, f. 25, 

j;«] Ef, adlittanu [«] Ibid. 
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found, to have repeated his former miftake, 
by underftanding here again abfolutely^ what 
was CTily fpoken by way of fuppofition. Be- 
caufe, St. Jerome \s not relating a Jadt\ as 
the Dodtor's manner of quoting him would 
infinuate j but only putting a cafe \ in order 
to illuftrate, and enforce a point, which he 
had to manage with Lata^ about fending her 
daughter Paula to Betbkhem^ &c. And hav- 
ing urged that parents are accountable for 
their children, during their minority^ he 
adds [^] ; ** unlcfs, perhaps, you fuppofe, the 
children of chriftians, if they fbould not 
have received Baptifm^ themfelves only to 
be guilty of fin, and the fault' not to lie 
" alfo upon thofe, that would not give them 
^^ Baptifmy Thus, it is plain, St. Jerome 
doth not fay, what Dr. Gill would make him 
fay; nor is he H^iing 2. matter of fa£l^ but 
only arguing upon a fuppofition ; and in this 
manner either he, or any other man, might 
have argued, if he had never heard of one 
fingle chriftian, that denied Infant- Baptifm. 
Befides, if we fhould fuppofe, without any 
neceflity, the cafe^ which St. Jerome puts, to 
htfadi ; this will not prove, that any cbriili- 
ans dinied Infant-Baptifm in thofe days, but 
only that they negkSled it in fome in fian- 
ces. 



W] Nifi forte exiftimas, Chriftianorum iilios, fi haptifma 
non receperinty ipfos tantum reos efTe peccad, et non etiam 
fcelai referri ad zw^ qui dare noluerint^ &C. Hieronjm, Epifi. 
ad La tarn. 
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CCS [c]. For, It fometimes happens in our 
days, that children mifs of Baptifm, and die 
without it, through the negle£t of parents, 
who are far from denying Infant- Baptifm ne. 
verthelcfs. By the way, it is obvious Xo re- 
mark, that the great St. Jerome thought, that 
chriftian parents could not negledt to get their 
children baptized, without being guilty of a 
culpable omiffion. 

We have now gone through all the Doc- 
tor's proofs, to fupport his aflcrtion, '* that 
Aujtin could not fay, what he is made to 
fay :" and whether he hath not failed in 
every one of them, I appeal to all the learned 
world. Therefore, I will venture to affirm, 
that for any thing he hath faid himfelf to prove 
the contrary, Auftin could fay, what he is 
made fay j whether^ in fa£t, he did fay it, or 
not 5 wh^ph is not very material. It is fuffi- 
cient for our purpofe, that St. Auftin could ky^ 
if he had any occafion, " that he had never 
" heard, or read of any catholic, heretic, or 
" fchifmatic, that denied Infant-Baptifm." 
. And I am amazed to think, that, in attempt- 
ing to prove the contrary, Dr. Gill could fe- 
tisfy himfelf, or expedt to convince others, 
with fuch flight, and fuperficial arguments. 
This to me appears very wonderful in a per- 
fon of his approved learning, and unfufpedted 

integrity 



[c] See Waifs Wft. of Inf. Bap, P. 2. ch. 3. on Greg. 
Nazian, 
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integrity ; nor can I otherways account for if, 
than from the power of prejudices or hurry 
of precipitation. 

What the Doftor next adds, is of little 
force, fpeaking ftill of Juftin [d]. '* But 
*^ what then doth he fay, that he never re- 
«* membered to have read, in any cathoh'c^ 
" heretic, or fchifmatic writer? why, that 
** Infants were not to be baptized, that they 
" might receive the remiffion of fins, but that 
« they might be fandified in Chrift, &c, ^ 
I think the Dodor is here in the right; and 
alfo in what follows [^], " in the fame fenfe 
** are we to under ft and him, when he fays, 
** and this the church has alwayshzA^ has 
•* always held[/]." " What? why, that 
«* Infants are difeafed thro* Adam\ and ftand 
" in need of a phyfician j and are brought to 
" the church to be healed. It was the doc- 
trine of original fin, and the Baptifm of 
Infants for the remiflion of it, he fpeaks 
of in thefe paflages." — I fay, in my opini- 
on. Dr. Gill hath here given a true reprefen- 
tatioa of Auftiris fenfe. But then, I muft dc- 
fire the favour of him, to refolve me one 
queftion, (whether Infants were to be bapti- 
zed for the remiffion of Jitiy or for their fane-- 
tijication) viz. How could any chriftian, ca- 
tholic, heretic, or fchifmatic, believe, that 

the 
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rd] Ibid, [q Ihid. p, 26. 

L/] Df *verB. afoft. ferm. 10. 
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the Baptlfm of Infants was of any ufe^ or 
ifficacy for either purpofe, without fuppofing, 
at the fame time^ that Infant- Baptifm was of 
divine authority^ or an apaftolical inflitution^ 
and confequently that it had been always prac" 
tifed in the chriftian church? Accordingly^ 
thus much feems to be implied in St. Aufliris 
faying, ** This the church has always had, has 
** always held* " And though, as the Doc- 
tor obferves (/], ** it is one thing what Auf^ 
" tin faySj and mot her j what may be thought 
*' to be the confequence of his fo faying;" 
yet, where is the difference between what 
Aufiin fays, and what is a natural confequence 
of his faying it ? fuch a confequence as AuJ- 
tin himfelf would own, and acknowledge [A]. 
And, " it is true indeed, fays the Dodlor [i], 
♦* he took Infant- Baptifm to be an antient, 
«* and conftant ufe of the church, and am 
«* apoftolic tradition/' But then the Doc- 
tor's way of accounting for this notion of 
Aufiin is very extraordinary^ and fuch only ad 
might be expected from a writer, that is at & 
Jofs what to fay. For, thus he proceeds; 
** which perhaps he had taken up from the 
•* Latin tranflations of Origen by Jerome and 
•• Ruffinus, &c."— But, I muft tell the learn- 

G cd 
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[i>] Confuetudo tameri ntatris Ecclefii in baptJiandis f irtrtr- 
lis ncquaquam fpernenda eft, neque ullo modo fuperflua depti- 
t&nda» nee omnino cfedeada, nifi apoJioHcd effet ttaditiom 
Auguftin. de Genes, ad He. lib. to. 

[ij Ihid. 



(40 

ed DoSior^ a perhaps will not do in this cafe. 
As to the bufioefs of the Latm tranflatiofl^ of 
Origen by Jerome and Ruffinus i we (hall fet- 
tle that account with the Dodtor in due time« 
At prefent, fince Jeramey and Ruffinus wfere 
his cotemporaries^ it is natural to afk, how 
they came by the notion, that Infant- Baptifm 
was an apo/lolic tradithuy or infiitutiimt 
(words of the iaaie import in the ecc)e6aftic 
flile) And, why might not jiuftin come by 
the notion the fame way, that ttey did, with- 
out being beholden to tliem for it ? But, if 
St. Aujtin took the notion frdm any particu- 
kr writer of the church; he had a much 
earlier author (an original too) than thefe 
iMtin tranfltrtors of Origen. For, he fays 
bimfelf [/^], ^' Bleffed Cyprian indeed, not 
*' making any new decree, but prelfervbg the 
eftablifhed faith of the church, to rcdlify 
the miftake of thofe,. who thought, that 
a child was not to be baptized before the 
eighth day from the birth, faid not that 
the fleih, but the foul was [not] to be loft j 

" and, 

[i] Beattts quidei^ Cypri^ias non altquod decnetdtn condens 
novum fed Ecclefiae Mtm firniHiimam fervans ad corrigeaduni 
eosy qui pucabant ante odavum diem nadvitatis non tf^t par- 
Tulum baptizandum, non carnem, fedanimam [non] dixit efTe 
perdendam, et mox-natum rite baptiz=iri pofie, cum fuis qui- 
bufdam co-epifcopis cenfuit, Sed contra Cypriani aliquam 
opioionem, ubi quod videndum fuit fortaiTe non vidit, fentiar 
quifque quod libet : tantum contra apoftolicam manifeilii&mam 
ndem nemo fentiat^ qui ex unius deli£lo omnes in condemns* 
tionena duci prxdicat, ex qua coodemnatione non liberat; nifi 
gratia Dei per Jefum, &c. Auguftin. Hieronymo E^ 28. 
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4nd judged with his fdlow-bifliops, that a 
new horn child might be rightly baptized. 
But againft any opinion of Cyprian^ where 
he did not fee, perhaps, what fhould be 
feen, let any one think, what he pleafeth ; 
only let no man think againft the manifefl 
'' faith of an Apoftk, who declares, that by 
the offence of one^ all were brought into con-' 
demnation^ &c." It is thus, that St. Aujtin 
writes,, in art cpiftlc to Jerome himfelf. Is it 
likely then, that be learned his notion of In- 
fant*Baptifm, as an apoftolical tradition from 
St. Jerome^ or Ruffinus? And was not St. 
Cyprtan^ whom he quotes, a much earlier 
writer than either of them ? And yet, we fee, 
he did not confider the Baptifm of Infants, 
-particularly for original fin, as a novel thing 
in Cyprian* s time, nor did he found it merely 
upon Cyprian's authority, but referred it to a 
much higher original, even the authority of 
an apoftle. Again : St. Aujtin fays [/] " that 
" antiently^ the univerfal church held, that 
*• Infants of Believers obtained the remifli- 
" on of original fin by the Baptifm of Chrift. 
" Whence not without reafon blefled Cyprian 

G 2 . ** fuf. 



£/] Ut antiquitus univerfa ecclefia pertineret fideles parvulos 
originalis peccati remiflionem per Chrifli baptifmum confecu- 
tos. Unde non immerito beacus Cyprianus latis oliendic quam 
hoc ab initio creditum, et intelle^um fervec Eccleiia, qui 
cum parvulos a materno utero recelitiffimos jam idoneos ad per- 
cipieodum baptifmuoi afleret ; qiioniam confulcus faerat utrum 
hoc ante odavum diem fieri deberet. Idem, dt peccat* merit* 
lib. 3. 
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** fufficicntly (hews, how the church pre- 
** fcrves this, as it was believed, and un- 
** derftood from the begining j who, when 
children are new-boniy a0erted that they 
are fit for the Baptifm of Chrift ; becaufe, 
^< his opinion had been afked, whether this 
*' ought to be done before the eighth day/* 
Once more ; fpeaking of the fame thing, and 
referring to the fame epiftle, viz. that to jRf- 
4us^ he fays again [m] : " Holy Cyprian^ what 
" he thought of the Baptifm of Infants, yea, 
^* what he hath (howed the church always 
" thought^ hear in a few words, &c/' — And 
pow, what becomes of the Dodor's perhaps ? 
Or, what force, what truth can there be, iff 
his reafon to fupport it, when he adds, *' fince 
^* no other ecclefiaftical writer fpeaks of it 
" as fuch in thofe days." For, St. jiuftin^ 
we fee, without appealing to Origen at all, 
tranflated, or untranflated, hath found ano- 
ther ecclefiaftical writer in the fame age, fpeak- 
ing the fame language, and affigning the fame 
^r^^Wof Infant-Baptifm, that Origen is made 
to dp. 

But the Dodlor grows more pofitive : for, 
ftill fpeaking of ** Auftin's taking Infant-Bap- 
** tifm to be an antient, and conftant ufage 
" of the church, and an apoftolig traditon." 



[«] 8an£tus Cyprianus— quid fenferit de baptifmo par- 
vulorum, immo quid femper Ecclefiam feniiiTe, monftraverit, 
paululum accipite. Idem, de verb, afofi, ferm^ 15. Confer 
Cffrian Ep, ad Fidum> 
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Or. Gill fays [«], without a perhaps^ " but 
^ in this be was deceived^ and miftaken^ as he 

* was in other things, which he took for 
^ apoflolic traditions; which ought to be 
'^ equally received as this, by thofe, who 

* are influenced by his authority/'-— Now, 
his is plainly begging the queftion ^ a great 
(gn of an impmerijhed caufe. It is roundly 
Qerting the very thing, which is to be prov- 
j^ and which, I am fure, never can beprov- 
1 by fuch an argument, as the Dodlor hath 
ere advanced. For, in the name of Logic^ 
rhcvc is the confequence ? that, becaufe St. 
fiijiin was deceived^ and mijlaken in other 
:iings (fuppofing him to be fo) therefore he 
^as deceived and miftaken in tbis^ " that In* 
' faht-Baptifm was an antient and conftant 

ufage of the church, and an apoftolic tra- 
dition ? " Is not this arguing without a 
f»w, from one particular to another, con- 
fary to the rules of the Logicians ? The Doc- 
^r himfelf is deceived, if he imagines, that 
^c arc influenced folely by Auftiris autbority 
^ this queftion. And, perhaps, upon fecond 
toughts, he will permit us to join with ^«- 
^n at leaft Jerome and Ruffinus 5 and to caft 
^e weight of their authority into the fame 
pale; when he remembers, what he hath 
^id of their Latin tranilations of Origen. 
However, if Auftin was miftaken in fome 

points ; 

[»] Ibid, /. 261 27. 
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points ; this proves indeed that be was not /V 
fallible ; but it doth not proTC^ that he was 
always in an error, nor, confequently was his 
being deceived in other matters any proof, 
that he was miftaken in his notion of Infant* 
Baptifm, as an apoftolical inftitation. I hope^ 
Dr. Gill is fometioies in the right, though, I 
have (hewn, I think, that he is often in the 
wrong. But, what a ^uczny^ principle doth 
he reafbn upon here ! viz. tibat we muft be« 
fieve a faBibk man in nothings onlefs we will 
believe him in every tbir^ ! Nay, that an At- 
neji man is obliged to it! What! is it come 
then to this ? that all men sttifl: be knaws^ 
for ofing a judgment of difcretion ; or f^ols^ 
afid believe every thing at random ! But furely^ 
efi modus in rebus : there is a medium^ proper 
to be obferved, between being wbolfy mmx^ 
enced by any man's authority, and paying nm 
regard to it at all. 

But the Doftor infifls \o]y ^^ Every hme^ 
^* man^ that receives Il^nt-Baptifm upon th« 
" foot of tradition, ought to receive everg 
*^ thing elfe upon the fame foot, of wbi 
" there is equally as full^ and as early 
^* dence of apaftolic tradition^ as of this. 
All which we readily grant. But, when faa 
fays afterwards [p]^ of Jeveral other rites^ 
ufogeSj by him fpccificd, not only " that th 
" claim thdf rife from apoftoUc tradition, 

'* hav< 

[o] Ibid, p. z-j. y 38. [fi Ibid. p. 3.7. 
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** have equal evidence of it, as Infant-Bap- 
*^ tifin hasT this we utterly deny, and (hatl 
now try the ftrength of bis hypotbefis, not 
doubting hut, whatever equality of evidence 
qiay appear in fome ttfjpc&s, we (hall difcover 
d plain inequality of evidence in others -, as the 
JOoSor bath dated the cafe. For, 

(i.)t In refpe£t to Infant- communion^ with 
Vrhich the Dodor begins bis detail [q], the 
evidence, which he bath produced, of it's be- 
mng an apoftoUc truiUtim is not equally as full, 
9od as early, as of Infant- Bapufm. In the 
ivords alledged by the Dodlor from St Auf^ 
tin [rj, he is indeed arguing in his manner for 
Infant-communion, and urgipg it from the 
r^^rJ which all chriftians owed to the autho- 
rity of Chrift, and his apoftles, as the proper 
ground, and ftandard of the catholic faith. 
But, when St. Aujiin only argues for Infant- 
communion, or delivers his own opinion about 
it, tho' in the ftrongeft terms i every one muft 
fi^Cj that this is a very different thing, from his 
tfiftifying^ and declaring what was the antient^ 
and univerfal pradlice of the chriftian church j 
as he doth in the cafe of Infant- Baptifm. But, 
the Dodor affirms [i], ** that of the neceffity 

" of 
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*y] Ihiil. p. 27. 

r] *' If they pay any regard to the Mpofl^Uc anthn-ity^ or 
** rather to the Lord and Mailer of theapoliles, &o.— -*-> No 
** man that remembers that he is a chriftian, and of the ca- 
*' tholic faith denies, or doubts that In&nts, Irc.*^ Jugufiw. 
Ef. 106. 

£i] Ibid. 
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" of this, as well as of Baptifm to eternal life^ 
«' Auftin fays [/], the African chriftians took 
** to be an antient apoftolic tradition'' Now^ 
here I might borrow the Dodor's words, and 
fay point blank, '* Auftin fays no fucb thing, 
** What then does he fay? Why, that thd 
<* chriftians of Carthage very well call BapiJ 
« tifm itfelf nothing elfe but healthy and the fa- 
^' crament of the body of Chrift, nothing elfe 
" but iife. From whence ? but, as Ifuppofe^ 
«' from an antient and apoftolic tradition/^ 

Thus, what Auftin delivers only as his 

own private opinion. Dr. Gill reprefents him, 
as declaring it to be the general opinion, not 
only of the chriftians of Carthage, but of the 
African chriftians at large. Is this quite fair 
dealing ? But, how differently St. Auftin tx^ 
prefTeth himfelf,when fpeaking of Infant- Bap- 
tifm as an apoftolic tradition, is extremely evi- 
dent from what hath been faid before. To which 
let me add the following paffage in the fame 
book, to which the Dodtor hath here referred 
us [«]. " Moreover, becaufe they grant, that 
*« Infants are to be baptized, who cannot go 

" againft: 

[/] Optime Punici chriftianl baptifm um ipfani nihil aliud 
quam faluteniy et facramentum corporis Chrilti nihil aliud 
quam viianiy vocant. Undc ? niii ex antiqua, ut exiftimo^ 
ct apof^olica traditionc. Auguftin, de peccator. merit, bf re* 
mis, lib. I. c, 24. 

[u] Porro quia parvnlos baptizandos tSa concedunt, qu^ 
contra authoricatem univerfx Ecclefise proculdubio per Domi-' 
num et apoftolos traditam> venire non poiTunt, &c, Augujlin^ 
ibid. cap. 26. 
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^* agairift the authority ofxhtuniverfalcbunb^ 
■ •* mthout all doubt^ delivered by the Lord 
" and his apoftles, &c." Thus then, of In-* 
fant-Baptifm, as the antient and univerfal 
practice of the charch, and an apoftoHc tra* 
dition St. Aufttn fpeaks with the utmoft coo<^ 
fidence ; but not fo doth he exprefs himfelf 
concerning Infant- coilimunion under the fame 
notion. Therefore, upori the foot of his tcf- 
iimony^ Infants-communion hath not an equal 
claim to apoftolic traditionj or the fame evi-- 
iience of it, as Infant-Baptifm hath. 

The Doftor adds \w'\ " Innocent the firft, his 

** icotcmporary, was alfoof the fame mind. " 

"What mind? Wash that Infant-communion 

ivas an apoftolic tradition ? Granting this j 

Idoth it therefore follow, that it hath the fame 

evidence on it's fidcj that Infant-Baptifm 

lath ? Or, ddth Innocent the firft, or Cyprian^ 

whom the Dodlor mentions afterwards, ever 

teftify of Infant-communion, what St. Aujiin 

declares of Infant- Baptifm, viz. that it was the 

mtient^ conjlant^ and univerfal pradlice of the 

church ? and confequently an apoflolical infli'- 

tution ? The Do£tor vainly fwaggers, when, 

fpfeaking of the cafe of a child mentioned by 

Cyprian^ he fays [x], ** Now here is a plain 

** inftance of Infant-communion in the tbird 

•* century ; and we defy any one to give a 

H ** more 



f*] Hid, p, 29. Confer Cyprian, de lapjis. 
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** more early ioftance, or an inftance fo early, 
«* of Infant -Baptifm/* — This is a mere bra- 
vado ; bullying, not arguing. For, if by an 
inftance he means a particular fad, fo circum- 
Aantially related, as that other ; what can he 
infer from it ? Is it, that Infant ^Baptifm was 
not pradlifed, before that cafe happened ? No: 
this be doth not pretend : for the Do<3:or him- 
felf fuppofes, *' that this very child was bap« 
^^ tized, or otherwife, fays he, it would not 
^' have been admitted to the Lord's Supper/*^ 
Very well ! then by the DoSor's confe^on, 
In&nt-Baptifm was pradifed before Infant- 
communion : none being admitted to the 
Lord's Supper before they were baptized [^}. 
However, he adds, " it is reafonable to fiip- 
" pofe, they both began together." But he 
produceth no proof, or evidence of it.— There- 
fore, if the Doctor's challenge hath any mean- 
ing at all, it mud be tbii^ that there is no 
fufficient evidence that Infant-Baptifm was 
pradifed before that time* And,, if this is 
what he intended tofuggeft, I accept his chal- 
lenge, and hope (hortly to give him fatis- 
faSlion. 

(2.) If thofe other rites, and ufages, menti- 
oned by St. Bajfl[z}j to whom the Doctor next 
refers us [^], are called apojfolical traditions^ in 

common 



W ^i^' J^fiin 'Martyr. Apol. z. 
[«] Di Spiritu Sana. C. 27. 

[a] Ibid, p, 29. — 35. As for the euftom ef gnring a 

mixturt 
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common with Infant-Baptifm ; yet there is 
tins Tttn2LvkBb\t difference between i/and tbem^ 
that St. BaJ^J fpeaks of tbem, as unwritten tra- 
ditionSi but he doth not mention Infant-Bap- 
tifm under that notion, or as one of that 
number. This, I fay, makes a remarkable 
difference in the cafe. For, we fee, that In- 
fant-Baptifm was none of thofe rites, which 
the primitive church built upon a myfticalkvift 
of ftripture^ or which in St. Bafifs time were 
only /^^^^^ to be apoftolical inftitutions, on 
account of their having^ early and generally 
obtained [pi ; otherwife, they had ranked it 
alfo among the unwritten traditions. There- 
fore they confidered Infant-Baptifm, as hav- 
ing Jlronger evidence on it's fide, than any of 
thofe unwritten traditions ; and confequcntly, 
it's apoftolic authority is better fupported, than 
that of thofe other rites, and ufages, even upon 
the foot of their teftimony. — If any one (hould 
objcdt, that by this argument, Infant -commu^ 
nion^ fpoken of before, would be put upon 
the fame foot with Infant-Baptifm ; I freely 

H 2 grant 

mixtafe of miUi: and honey to a perfon jaft baptized, men- 
tioned bjhDFr^V/y p. 36. ic ilands upon the fame ground with 
the reft. And let me obferve, the hig/^er it can be traced ; 
fo much the earlier proof there is, that Bapcifm was confide- 
ced ander the notion of regeneration. Becaufe milk and honey 
was the food of Infants. And lo, the giving this mixture to 
a perfon jufl baptized, denoted his being ne<wbom : ad In- 
fantias iignificationem, fays St. Jerome, adverf. Luciferian* 
C. 4. 

[^] See Divine Oracles^ in anfauer to two Catechi/ms* 
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grant it, and therefore acknowledge that thera 
is more to be faid for it, than for any of the 
unwritten traditions^ as they arc call^ [c], 
But then, what hath been already faid, unde^ 
the preceding article, and what will be far- 
ther obferved hearpfter, when we come tq 
$t. Cyprian^ plainly (hews a vifible 4^/^« 
rity between it, and Infant-Baptifm* 

(3.) InfantrBaptifm, as I can ailure tbeDocr 
^or, appears to many perfpns, whp pais for men 
of fepfe and probity among their neighbours, a 
xpore rational thing, upon the whole, than any 
of the unwritten traditions, mentioned by him, 
^nd therefore more likely to be an apoftolical in- 
ilitution* So that, in the judgment of difcrer 
tion tjiey verily think, that a fuperior regard 
is due to the teftimony of the primitive churci^ 
pn it's behalf, For, the matter of Infant- 
paptifm, whatever may be faid oiihtfubjeSi^ 
is a djvine ordinance, as may be proved frqni 
firipture ; but none of the unwritten traditi*' 
ons, the', perhaps, originally founded upon 
firipture^ by one Jort of conftrudlion or anor 
^bcr^ can be proved from it. Now, doth not 
this material circumftance make a very wide 
difference t Doth it not appear in this view 
mjre probable that Baptifm, which can be 
proved to be a divine ordinance, (I^ould be apiL 
lied to Infants by an apoftolic tradition, than 
bat any pf thofe things (hou Id be apoftolic tra- 
ditions, 

[r] Set Mr. James P.iene^j ^^fK^^fi *5f ^^ '^^' fi^j^^r 
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:ions, which can in no (hape be proved to 

divine inftitutions ? In the one cafe, only 
B fubje0 is the matter in queftion ; in the 
ber, the very things tbemfelyes. If any 
^e fliould here renew the former obje<3Jon 
out Infant-communion s I refer him to my 
rmer anfwpr^ 

(4.) It doth not appear, that the unwritten 
ditions were ever put to the (amc teft of 
sir apoftolical authority, as In&nt-Baptifm 
IS, as we hinted before, and flood the trial, 
it did, particularly in the Pelagian contro- 
>verfy. And thps, we are come rpuqd %o 
B Pelagians again, where we began. 
Upon the whole then, I imagine, that an 
uft man may be an honeft man ftill, and 
t think in his confcience, that the teftimony 

the pripiitiye church deferves more regard 
favour of Infant-Baptifm as an apoftolical 
Htution, than in behalf of the unwritten 
ditions under that notion. The attentive, 
i judicious Reader muft have obferved iq 
t procefs of this argument, that Dr. GiU 
th exprefsly given us up by name fgme of the 
Bateft lights of the churph in the fourth 
:itury, as vouchers for thp apoftolig autho- 
j^, and antiquity of Infant-Baptifm : viz. 

yerQme^ Puffinus^ and jifdgujtin, And he 

th iii cffcdt, given us all the reft. For, 

hath not been able to produce one 

kgle author in this period on the other fide 

the qupftiqp. If any one jfhould fuppofe, 

* ' "^ • ^ ' that 
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*hat Gregory Nazianzen was an Antipasdo- 
baptifl, becaufe he advifed the delay of chiL 
drens Baptifm till they were three years old 
he would be much miftaken : for he approv< 
ed of their Baptifm at any age in cafe ot dan^ 
5cr id\. 
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SECTION m. 

A p^iew of Infant - Baptifm in tl^^ 

third Century. 

HA V I NG feen how the cafe ftood £ « 
the fourth^ and in the begining of thse 
jiftb century j let us now carry our enquiri< 
hack into the thirds and fo upwards, 'till 
come to the times rf the apojiles^ and to ttic 
Holy Scriptures themfelves, from whence tf^c 
right of Infant- Baptifm (which we referve, ^t 
prefent for the fubjedl of another differtatiofi} 
muft be derived. (Though as to the fa^f 
the matter now in hand, I might leave it to 
reft upon the evidence already produced, *nil 
better evidence can be offered on the contrary 
fide, without giving ourfelves any farther trou- 
ble 



baptifm. Of at. 140. 



( 55) 

fcle about It.) In this century we find a quelle 
5on, relating to the Baptifm of Infants, unani- 
^moufly reiolved by a fynod of iixty-fisc Bi- 
ihops, with the famous St. Cyprian at the 
liead of them, who fiouri{hed about the mid- 
dle of it. But, what was this queilion ? Why, 
not abfolutely concerning Infant* Baptifm it- 
felf ; or, whether Infants were to be baptized 
at all, (for this point was no matter of doubt, 
or difpute among them) but, whether new-- 
born Infants were to be baptized, particu- 
larly whether it was lawful to baptize a child 
before the eighth day, according to the time of 
circumcifion among the Jews. This was 
what one Fidus fcrupled ; but Cyprian [e^ tells 
liim, " We are all, here aflcmbled in coun- 
cil, of another mind; and no one of us 
came into your fentimdnts; but, on the 
contrary, we all concluded, that the grace, 
and mercies of God were to be denied to 
none, who (hould come into the world." 
Upon which Mr. Marjhall makes this perti- 
iient and juft remark, in his notes upon the 
place: ** The unanimity, wherewith this 
** queftion was carried, (hews that Infant- 
" Baptifm was at this time tto novel ufage \ 
" there was no manner of difpute whether 
" Infants (hould be baptized ; but whether 
** before the eighth day, or not: To which 
*^ the unanimous refolution was, that the 

•* grace 

[t] Cytrian. ad Fidmn. Bp. 6j^ 
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^* grace of God Jhould be denied to ndde; '^ 
-»-And now, what have the Antipado-baptijli 
to fay to this ? Why, a defperate cafe requires 
a defperate cure. Having therefore no dther 
way left, to deal with the argument, from 
Cyprian^ for the indifputed praftice of In- 
fant-Baptifni in his tiitle \ they, at leafl; fomd 
of them \^f\ will needs queftion the genii-^ 
inefs of his cpiftle to Fidus ; without any for( 
of proof, or pretence, fit to be oppofed to the! 
tcftimony of Aujtin^ vvho, as we have feeri 
before, refers to that epiftle, as Cyprian% 
over, and over again. Nor, have we onlj^ 
his authority for the gcnuinefs of the cpiftld 
itfelf, but alfo his teftimony for the propct 
fenfe and meaning of it, fo far as relates td 
the matter in hand, with this farther declara- 
tion concerning it, that (he refolution, therein 
mentioned, was not any ne^ decree^ intro- 
ducing a novel cuftom, but agreeable to th6 
conftant opinion, and pradicc of the chriftiari 
church from the begining \ as manifeftly ape^ 
pears by his words, already cited in the pre*- 
ceding fefliion. Now, if it was an antient cuf- 
tom in St. Cyprians time to baptize children^ 
particularly before the eighth day, Infant- Bap- 
tifm could not then be a neii) thing, or a laU 
invention* 

What becomes now of Dr. G///Vopen chaU 
lenge aforefaid ? Doth it not already begrn, ta 

look 

[/] Ty^anvers: Treati/e of bapti/m, Blackwood: Storm* 
ing of Antickrift. 
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look a little out of countenance ? But (ay3 ih6 

Dodlor jj-] " by FiduSy the cbuntry Bifliop^ 

*' applying to the council^ to h^ve a doubt 

*/ refolved, whether it was lawful to baptize 

*/ Infants until they were eight days old} 

*' it appears to be a wvel praSice^ and that 

** as yet it was undeteroiihed by council^ 

** or cuftom, when they were to be baptized| 

whether as foon as born, or on the eighth 

day, &c."— 'Now, granting all this, what 

doth it fignify, in reiterence to Infaiit-Bap-^ 

kifm at large ? For, the doubt of Pidui had no 

relation to Infant- Baptifm^^i^ri&s but only to 

r be particular time of adminiftring it, as the Doc^^ 

tor himfelf hath ftated the cafe, l^herefore, to 

Invert his argument, fince Pidus^ the country* 

^iihop, did not apply to the council, to have 

any doubt refolved, whether it Was lawful to 

baptize Infants^/ alli by this Infant'-Baptiiin 

appears not to be a novel pfadice^ Befides^ 

the particular day, or time, when Infants 

Jhould be baptized, is a circiimltance not yet 

politively determined, but left to every One*s 

liberty^ Doth it therefore follow, that In-^ 

- fant-Baptifm in ibefe days is a novd praSiice ? 

Perfons now differ about the particular time 

of adminiftring the Lord^s Supper \lo\. And 

doth it from hence follow^ that the celebra^ 

tion df this holy ordinance is a novel pra^ici 

I in 

{£[ Argam, fror/tafojt. tradU. ^c.J. 18. 
[AJ See Dr. GilPs an/njiier f d Wekh CletQmAt, iUL 
$. 108. 
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in the prefent age ? Or, would this be a juft 
fnference, 1500 years hence, from the diffe- 
rent cuftoms, or fcruples, which now obtain 
amongft chriftians, in relation to that mat- 
ter? — But, the Doftor adds ; «* it (hould al- 
*' fo be obferved, that in this age Infant-com- 
** munion was pradlifed, as well as Infant- 
** Baptifm ; and very likely both began to- 
** gcther, as it is but reafonable, that if the one 
•* be admitted, the other (hould/" — To whickflCDi 
I anfwer ; as to the reafonablenefs of the thing 51^ 5 
this is not the liibjedl of our prefent enquiry £ j 
but only the faSl. And, though Dr. Gill is? -is 
pleafed to fay, very likely both began together ^ ; 
yet he offers no proof of it. This matter hatkr:^ 
been confidered before. And to what hat 
been already faid upon it, I (hall here a 
the words of Mr. Marjhall [/]. '* Infants :=s 
were admitted, 'tis plain, in our author'^ "^J 
time and country, to receive the holy Eu— - 
•* charift \ which indeed was a juft confc- — 
quence of interpreting John vi. 53. {excefr.^ 
ye eat the feJJo of the Son of man, and drin^ 
" hh blood, ye ha've no life in you) of the ho^ 
ly Eucharift ; fince, upon the foot of that 
principle, children could with no more 
fafety be deprived of the holy Eucharift, 
than of Baptifm. And, as to the prepa- 
rations neceflary, the fame objedions might 
feem to lie againft Infant-Baptifm, as againft 

** Infant- 
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** Infant-communion. But, tho* this prac- 
" tice obtained in our author's time, Tertuh 
*' liaris filence in it, where he had a jnft 
'' occaiion of mentioning it (upon his advi- 
" fing againft Infant-Baptifm) gives fome 
*' reafon of fufpedling, that it was not much 
** earlier than our author, nor therefore very 
*' general, &c." 

Proceed we now to Origen^ who flouriflied 
about the year A. D. 230. He mentions 
Infant- Baptifm on fundry occafions[i], but 
never otherwife than as a thing in common ufe, 
and pradice. And, not only fo ; but he 
fpcaks of it as a tradition^ or (which is the fame 
thing in the facred, and ecclefiaftical flile [/J, 
tho' Dr. Gill\m\ fays, '' If Infant-Baptifm is 
a tradition of the apoftles, then — it is 
not a fcriptural bufinefs") an injiitution^ 
which the. church received from the apoftles ; 
and, confequentiy, as what had been always 

1 z prac- 

[k] Quia nemo mundus a forde, nee fi unius diei fit vita 
ejus. Addi his etiam illud poteft, ut requiratur, quid caufjc 
fit, cum baptifma Ecclcfise in remijjionem peccatopum detur, 
Jecundum Ecclefia ohfermantiam etiam pawuVn hapti/mufn 

dari^ Sec, Origen in Levit. Horn. 8.- Ec quia per b.ip- 

tifmi facramentum nativitatis fordes deponuntur, propterea 
6apiizantU7' et pawuli, Nifi enim quis renatus fuerit ex 
aqua, &c. Idem in Levit. Hom. 1 4. Pro hoc et Ecclcfn ab 
apoftolii traditionem fufcepit etiam ^ar^vulis baptifmum dare* 
Sciebant enim illi, quibus myfteriorum fecreta commiffx furit 
divinorum, quia effent in omnibus genuinae fordes peccati, 
quae per aquaniy tlfpiritum ablui deberent. Idem, Comment* 
in Ep. ad Roman, lib. 5. 

[/j See this point lately difcuffcd. Divine Oracle 3. 

[ml Page 40. 
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pradifed from the bcgining. Thus, wc haya 
the clear teftimony of the great Origerij nqt 
only for the pradicc of Infant-Baptifm in hU 
9wn days^ but for the fpnfiant ufe of it all 
along from the time of the apoilles. But 
v^eak, and tender eyes cannot bear a ftrong 
light. No wonder then, if all methods arc 
tried, tp evade the force of fuch l)right i^nd 
glaring evidence. 

Says Dr. Gill [«] ; '' It fliould be pbferved 
^^ that thefe quotations are not from the Greek 
*? of Origen^ — ^True ; they are only Latin 
tranflations from the Greek ; but arc they 
falfe tranflations ? This the Doftor doth not 
venture to affirm. But, he tries another way 
to get clear of the argument, drawn froin 
thefe paflFages. For, fpeaking of Origen he 
fays [(?] ; *^ His Homilies on ' Leviticus^ and 
• ^ expofition of the epiftle to the l^omans^ out 
^* of which two of them are taken, are tran- 
♦^ {[^icA hy Ruffinus ^, who with tht former^ 
^' he himlelf owns, he ufed much freedom, 
and added much, and took fuch a liberty 
in both of adding, taking away^ and changr 
ing, that, as Erajmus fays, whoever reads 
^^ thefe pieces, it is uncertain whether he 
?' reads Qrigen^ ovRuffinus,"': — ^^But, notwith- 
ftanding Erafmuss cenfure, if \ye attend 
to what Ruffinm himfelf fays ; it will appear, 
|hat there is no fuch mighty matter in it, as, 

perhaps. 
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perhaps^ may be imaginied. For^ as a learn- 
ed writer of the laft age hath oblerved [p]^ 
Ru^nus acknowledges^ in tranflating Ori-^ 
gen*s Homilies on Leviticus^ that he adJed 
'* Tome things to what Origen faid, and what 
^* they were he exprefles j ca quae ab origine 
'* in anditorio Ecclefiae ex tempore, non tam 
explanationis, quam edification is intenfi-* 
one perorata funt [^], the things, which were 
•* fpoken by Origen to his auditory, he tran- 
'* flated them by way of explanation, or did 
^\ more fiiliy lay them forth in a popular way; 
'^ and therein Ruffinus dealt candidly, telling 
*' us what were the things he added i in this 
** Erafmus acknowledges his fair dealing. 
" But, as for his commentary on the i?^«/^?«j, 
*• Ruffinus confcfleth [r], fe hoc opus totum 
^< ad dimidium traxiffe, there was no addition 
'* of Ruffinus ; Erajmus here blames him for 
** cutting off what Origen delivered more at 
^* large, but neither doth Ruffinus confefs, 
** nor Erafmus challenge him here for, any 
*' addition to what Origen faid." Thus then, 
this great out-cry about additions^ and inter-- 
tolations in the Latin tranflations of Origen 
by Ruffinus^ comes to nothing ! 

But, 



{/] Mr, Stephen M^rjhall, Anfwfrto Tomhej, p» 16, 17. 
\ji^ Rt^ffi^i peroratio in Ep. ad Rom. Confer Wall's anfwer 
^o Gale, p. 371. 

[r] Idem pr«fet. ad Rom. Confer Era/mi Ccnf. dc Ho- 
nil. in Levit. For, traxtjfe^ 1, contraxtjffe. Confer Wall. 
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But, let us fuppofe, that both Ruffimt in 
the HomiUei on Leviticus^ and in the Com^ 
mentary on the Romans made fome additions 
of his own ; and alfo that St. jferome did the 
fame in tranflating the Homilies on Luke^ out of 
nobicb is the other pajfage^ alledged for In£int- 
Baptifm ; I lay, fuppofing all this. What doth 
it fignify in the prefcnt cafe ; unlefs it could 
be proved, that the particular paflages under 
confideration are additions^ or interpolations ? 
Dr. Gill makes a feeble attempt this way, fay 
ing [5], " it looks very probable^ that theft 
^< very paflages are additions, or interpola 
** tions of thefe men, fince the language agree 
" with thofe times, and no other 5 for, n 
*« cotemporary of Origens^ nor any writer ^ 
«• before him, or after him, until the time 
«• of Ruffinus^ Jerome and Aujtin^ fpeak 
*• Infant-Baptifm as an ufage of the churcl^^ 
** or an apoftolical tradition." — But, the weak:" 
nefs, and fallacy of this way of reafoning 
muft obvioufly appear to any one, that confi- 
ders, how few writers, cotemporary with 0- 
rigen^ are now remaining ; and yet neither 
out of thofe /ifw, nor out of any writer before 
him^ or after him in the primitive times, hath 
Dr. Gill been able to produce one fingle author 
that fpeaks a contrary language of Infaiit-Bap- 
tilm, or plainly denies, what Orige'n is made fo 
(clearly to affirm, concerning it; Befides, doth it 

not 

[0 Page 17' 
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not appear with undeniable evidence, from what 
hath been already rcn^arked on St Cyprian's 
cpiftle to FiduSy that Infant-Baptifoa was the 
common ufageoi the church in his time? And 
doth not the fame St. Cyprian in the fame 
cpiftle, fuggcft the fame ground of Infant- 
Baptifm, that Origen himfelf is reprefentcd to 
do in ihck. Latin tranflations ? Saying [/], " if 
remijjion oi Jim be granted to thefc moft 
heinous ofienders, who have long ago finned 
againft God ; and if none of them be de« 
** nicd accefs to the grace of Baptifm ; hov/ 
*^ much lefs reafbn is there for denying it to 
Infants ; who, being but newly-born^ can be 
guilty of no fin, except that, by being deriv- 
*' ed from Adam^ according to the flcfti, their 
^* birth hath communicated to them the in- 
" fedlion, and punifhment of his offence, &c." 
— Thus, in cffed>, Cyprian declares Infant- 
Baptifm to be an apoftolical tradition \ for, 
otherwifc, neither he, nor any other fenfible 
man, could fuppofe it to be of any ufe or effi- 
cacy for the remijjion of Jin^ or any fgnifca^ 
tion of the grace of God. Therefore the lan- 
guage of Origen^ in the Latin tranflations, 
agrees with the language and fentiments of 
the Cyprianic age, that is to fay, ins own. To 
all which let me add from Dr. fVall [u\ " In 
•• the Greek remains there are fentences, and 
[[ expreffions fo alike and parallel to thofe— 

and 

[/] Cyprian, Ep, ad f'tdum, 
\ \u\ Anfwcr to Gale. Appendix, p. ii. 
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'* and citations of texts of fcrlpture applied 6) 
** much to the fame purpofe; that diey do 
•* conBrm thcfc to be genuine tranflati-^ 
«« ons, &c." 

Having now, I think, overthrown Dr. 
Gill's pretended grounds of probability ; I 
fhall (hew, in the next place, it is fo far from 
being probable, that the paffagcs under confix 
deration are additions^ or interpolations in Ori^ 
gen^ as that there is not only the higbeft proba* 
bility^ but a moral certainty of the contrary. 
Says Mr. MarflMU\w\ (fpeaking of the paflagc 
in the commentary on the epiftlc to the Ko-^ 
mans. For this reafon the church of Chrijl re^ 
ceived it as a tradition from the apoflksy toa 
baptize children^ &c.) "Nor could Ruffinu^ 
*' eafily be fuppofed to palm this paflage up— 
" on Or/^^», with whom he took, indeed^ 
*' great liberties, where he had occafion to 
•* defend his favourite author from feme im* 
** imputations ; but here, I fay, he had no 
** fuch occafion : fince it was never made any 
** part of Origens accufations, that he was 
** againji Infant-Baptifm, and therefore Ruf^ 
^^ finus could have no temptation thence, to 
** reprefent him as a friend to it, if he were 
*' really not fo j nor to coin any paflages fof 
«* him to that purpofe." — Befides, as to the 
other paffage, in the Homilies on Leviticus j 
Dr. G/7/himfelf hath unluckily obferved ** that 

" Vo(fiui 

\yi\ Notes on Cyprian. P* i. j^gtf t20. 
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Voffim [x] thinks that the paflag^ cited was 
of the greater authority againft the Pela-»^ 
gians, hecaufe Ruffinus was inclined to 
** them." Is it not then abfurd to fuppofe^ 
and ridiculous to fugged, that Ruffinus would 
coin any fuch paffages for Origen, as imported 
that original ^n was the ground and reafon 
"of Infant-Baptifm, diredtly contrary to his 
own private opinion? Here Ruffinm hath ex- 
hibited a remarkable proof of his honefty^ 
'which muft give the greater authority to his 
tranflations of Origen^ and at the fame time 
confirm the genuinefs of the third paffage in 
liis Homilies on Luke^ as tranflated by Jerome^ 
cfpecially conlidering that thefe two great 
men, Ruffinus^ and Jerome were bitter ene- 
mies to each another, and yet perfectly agreed 
in giving the fenfe of Origen^ upon the point 
in queftion, the fame way [y\ 

And now I appeal to all unprejudiced, and 
impartial men, whether the teftimonies alledg- 
cd from Origen do not ftand good^ as authentic 
proofs, not only of the pradice of Infant^Bap- 
* tifm in his time, but as pradtifed under the no- 
tion of an apoftolical tradition. But what proof 
fo early, or what evidence fo ftrong, can our 
mighty champion (to remind him again of 
his jioble challenge) produce for Infant-com- 
munion ? It is in vain to feek for his proofs 

K againji 

[at] Hijl. Peiag, P. I. lib. 2. Confif WalL hift. of Itf. 
Bap. P. I. ch. 5. fi^. 8. 
t;'] See Dr. V^all. ibid. 
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againft Infant-Baptifm in this period \ for he 
hath none at all. 'Tis true, fpeaking of the 
Greek of Origen Dr. Gill fays [z\ ** many 
** things may be obferved from thence in 
" favour of adult-baptifm:" an affcrtion either 
fclfc, or very impertinent 1 It is quite imper- 
tinent^ and nothing to the purpofe, if be 
means not adulc*baptifm exclufive of Infant- 
Baptifm ; for in that fenfe many things of the 
iamc nature may be obferved from St. jiuftin^ 
and other writers^ who lived in tbofe times, 
wj)cn Infant-Baptifm, by the confeflion of 
it's adverfaries themfelves, midoubtedly pre-^ 
railed \ci\ But if the Dodcr's meaning be, 
that many things may be obferved, from the 
Greek of Origen in favour of ad\ilt- baptifm 
txclufroe of Infant-Baptifm, or in oppofition 
to it, and againji it 5 then, what he fays is 
utterly falfe^ and, to play the Hero in mjr 
turn, I challenge him to make good his af- 
fcrtion. — Therefore, as for Biftiop STisry/jrV [ij 
obfervation here cited by Dr. G/7/, concerning 
Origen (Who, by the v^ay, was never accufcd 

of 

[«} e. g. When they fpcak of the qualifications of »/«w 
conifer ts requifite in order to baptifm. See Wairs anfwcr. 
p. 399, &c. 

\¥\ Liberty of prophefying. p. 310. This is a bc^k o^ 
ten cited by the Antipiedo-bapti^, who afFe^l, upon all oc* 
caiions to bring in the nam^ of Bifliop Baylor ; tho' ** he de- 
'* clared what he wrote to have been only fome objedions ea« 
*' fy to be anfwered ; and which afterward he did anfwer him- 
•* felf." See Wall's hift. of Inf. Bapt. p. 2. ch. 2. and De- 
fence, p. 4 33. But it was not for. J^i^ CilTs purpofe, to take 
notice of thefe things. 
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of J^erefy for holding Infant -Bapiifm) it may 
be ftrongly retorted. For, one plain aotho- 
rity on the one fide is a Juller tejiimony than 
no authority at all on the other fide. 
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SECTION IV. 

A View of Infant - Baptifm in the 

fecond Century. 

WE have fecn how the cafe flood in 
the third century. And if *« out of 
** the mouth of two, or three witneflcs every 
*' word (hall be eftabliftied '^ cfpecially when 
they are not confronted by any crofi evidence ; 
proper proof, I prefume, hath been produced 
of the praSiice of Infant- Baptifm in that pe- 
riod. Let us now rife a ftep higher, and 
look back into \ht fecond century, the age 
next to that of the apoftles. At the end of 
this century we find Tertullian ; whofe tefl:i- 
mony for the praSiice of Infant- Baptifm in 
his time is clear enough ; tho', ;as to the right 
of the thing, the Antipaedo-baptifts are wont, 
to' alledge his authority on thiir fide of the 
queftion. It is only the fdSt^ that is the 
matter of our prefent enquiry. But we (hall 
here take occafion^ to confider, en pajfent^ 

K 2 what 



what IS commonly alledged from this^ antlent 
writer againft the right of Infant- Baptifm alfcx 
There is ore thing I would premifc, which 
perhaps is not duely attended to in this argu- 
ment, but dcferves confideration, as it may 
throw fome light upon the queftion before 
us. It is tbis; that, though the ftated time 
of circuvidjim was fixed to a certain day (o 
prccifcly, that it was neither to be adminiftred 
before that day, nor after it ; yet the time of 
Baptifm was not fo limited to any particular 
age. From hence the primitive chriftians 
might eafily conchide, that Baptifm was law^ 
ful at any age ; and yet differ in their opini — 
ons about the particular time when Baptifnu 
was neceJfary.'-'^Nov/^ the lawfulnefs of In— 
fant-Baptifm, or it's validity^ is all that wc 
need contend for in this debate. And this, as 
will be (hewn, Tertullian himfelf allowed 5 
and not only fo, but in fome cafes he held it 
to be neceffaryy though in other cafes he thought 
it lawfuly and expedient to defer the Baptifm 
of children for a time. Gregory Nazianzen^ 
as we have obferved before, was of the fame 
opinion: And fo, the Antipasdo-baptifls can 
claim neither the one, nor the other of them 
to their party. — —But fays Dn Gill [^], *' Ter- 
** tullian is the firfl man, that ever made 
** mention of Infant-Baptifm, that we know 
*^ of; and as be was the firft, that fpokeof 

'' it, 

[0 ^I'gutn. from apofl. tradit. p. 15, 
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** it, he at the fame time fpoke againft it, 
*' &c. " Now, whether Tertullian is the 
firft man, that ever made mention of Infanjt- 
Baptifm, as the Dodlor affirms, we (hall con- 
fider hereafter. At prefent, let us enquire 
how far Tertullian fpoke againft Infant-Bap- 
tifm y and I doubt not, but it will appear, 
that what he faid of Infant- Baptifm doth not 
amount to an abfolute denial of the thing, in 
point either of faSi^ or of rights but the con- 
trary. Lee us examine his words with care, 
and attention, as we have them already tran^ 
Hated to our hands by Dr. JVall [d]. Tertul- 
Jian then fays [e] — " according to every one's 
*' condition, and difpofition, and alfo their 
•* age, the delaying of Baptifm is more profit 
^* tabky efpecially in the cafe of little children. 
^* For what need is there [ ] that the godfa- 
** thers fhould be brought into danger ? becaufe 
" they may either fail of their promifes by 
** death, or they may be miftaken by a 
" child's proving of wicked difpofition. Our 

"Lord 

Id] Hlft. of Inf. Bap. p. i. ch. 4. fed. 5. 

[e] Tertullian de baptifmo. c. 18. Says Dr. Wall ibid. 
fe6t. 13. ** It is plain, that St. Jvr/tin, and Pelagtus, and 
** feveral others, that managed the Pelagian controverfy, had 
f never feen Tertullian^ s book of baptifm." But, when 
Tertullian afks, " Why doth their innocent age make fuch 
•« hafte to the forgi^uenefs of fins /*" his queflion implies two 
things: (i.) That Infants luere baptized i as Doftor Wall 
juftly obferves. And (2.) That they were, /ff/iariS?, accord- 
ing to the ufage of the church, baptized for the remijpon of 
fens. Therefore I can fee no great neceffity for the Dodor*s 
iuppoiition ; as thefe two fads remove the difficulties he 
jmentions as the ground of it, at leail in a good meafure. 
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" Lord fays indeed. Do not forbid them to 
** come to me. Therefore, let them cotnc 
<« when they are grown up : let them coml§' 
" when they underftand : when they arc in- 
«* ftruded whither it is they come ; let them 
** be made chriftians when they can know 
" Chrift. What need their guitJefs age make 
•* Juch hqfte to the forgivenefs of fms ? Men 
*' will proceed more warily in worldly things •, 
^* and he that fliould not have earthly goocis 
" committed to him, yet (hall have heavenlj/t 
" Let them know how to defire this falvatio^i, 
** that you may appear to have given to oim€ 
^ thata(keth. For no left rcafon unmarried 
•* perfons ought to be kept oflF, who arc likely 
•* to come into tentation, as well thofe, 
*^ that never were married, upon account <y( 
** their coming to ripenefs ; as thofe in wJ- 
^ dowhood for the mifs of their partner : un* 
" til they either marry, or be confirmed in 
** contirjence, &c.'* 

As I have here copied Dr. Walli fo I have 
left a blank, in the fame manner as he did, 
at the place where, in the older editions, thefe 
words cofne in, fi non tarn necejfe [^ ], accord- 
ing to which reading TertulUan^s meaning is 
plainly this [^], " What occafion is there, 

* ^ except 

(/] ^^^ ^"^ ^ (hould read tamtn^ fuppofing it was for- 
merly written with an abbi^viation, thus tn, (as the word is 
fomctimes printed. Vid, RufHni Peroral, in Rom. old Edit.) 
and the letter n miftaken for an m by the tranfcriber. 

\£\ Quid enim nece:fife eft, fi tion tarn [vel caxnen] necefiby 

ijponforesy 
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** except in cafe of necejjity^ that the fponfors^ 
** &c." This being premifed, I proceed to 
bbferve ( i .) The words of Tertu/lian fcem fair- 
ly to imply, that Infant- Baptifm was not only 
movea Jor, but adlually praSlifed in his time, 
^* For when he fays, Why does that innocent 
** age make fucb hafie^ &c. His words (hew 
the matter of faSi to have been fo, together 
with his opinion againft it [A]." Bu^yet 
(2.) Tertullian doth pot abiblutely condemn 
Infant-Bapufoi as unlawful, or unproftabk^ 
be only gives his private opinion (wherein, for 
any thing that appears to the contrary, he 
was very (ingular as he was in fome of his 
other notions) for the delay ofBaptifm, as 
more profitable^ not only in children, but in 
the adult alfo, Piarticularly, he was for hav- 
ing the Baptifm of young women deferred 'till 
marriage, as well as of widows, &c. And 
\vill any one infer from hence, that it was a 
novel cujiom in thofe days for unmarried per- 
fons of either fex, men or wdmen, to be baptiz« 
cd ? But, you might as well infer this, as con- 
clude from the words of Tertullian that Infant- 
Baptifm was a novel cuftom in his time. (3.) If 
(as fome learned writers have fuggefted [/]) 
the words of Tertullian may reafonably be in- 
terpreted 

fponfores, &c. The turn of exprefiion here is very agreeable 
to Tertullian^ s ftile, and manner ; tho* Dr. Gale is pleaicd to 
cenfureic. Reflexions on WaU'siiiilorXx i^c. p* 51K 

[h] Wall ibid. fea. 9. 

[O Mr. Sttvin MarJhalL Jn/iKir tq Mr. Tomia Exapu^. 
/• S6, 37- 



( 70 

tcrprcted of the Infants of Infidels; then/ 
however his reafoning may fecm to conclude, 
hisxadvice about delaying Baptifm can relate 
only to fuch children. In relation to thofc 
Infants, whofe parents, one or both, were 
chriftians, he allows them a prerogative^ or 
priviledge, by birtb^ and injiitution [i], above 
the children of heathens, referring to the 
words of St. Paul [I]: For the unbelieving 
bujband is fanSlified by the nioife^ &c. which 
by the way (hews, that the conftrud:ion, 
•which the Antipaedo-baptifts put upon thofe 
words, is a novel interpretation, when they 
underftand the fanStification^ there fpoken of, 
as denoting lawful wedlock, or cohabitation, 
and by the holinefs of the children, fo procre- 
ated, only their legitimacy \m\. For furely 
Tertullian did not fuppofe all the children of 
heathens to be baflards. However, he repre- 
fents the children of idolaters as born with an 
evil genius 'y but the children of chriftians, 
as holy by birth and injiitution : i. e. as candi- 
dates for holinefs by birth ^ and as made holy bj 
Baptifm : for fo he afterward explains the 
matter. Therefore, it doth not certainly ap- 
pear, that Tertullian was for having the Bap- 

tifoi 

[i] Adeo nulla fere natl vitas munda efl, utique Echnico* 
rum. Hinc enim et apoflolus ex fandlificato alterutro fejru . 
fandtos procreari ait : tarn ex feminis prserogativa, quaoi ex 
inftitutionis difciplina : costerum, inquit, immundiDafcerentuf^ 
SiC, Tertullian, de anima, c, 39, 5(C. 

[/] I Cor. vii. 14. 

[/»] See Dr. GiiPs commentary in loc, Sec. 
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tiim bf Relievers children delayed at all ; and 
mach lefs do his words imply any fuch cuf^ "^ 
torn. But, (4,) Whoever thefe Infants were, 
he was not abfolutely againft their Baptifoi ^ 
hot, on the contrary, allowed of it in cafe of 
neceffity. Nay, in this cafe, ** he pronounced 
** him guilty of murder, who (hould refufe 
*^ it to any« He held that Baptifm was fo 
•^ neccflary for all, that even laymen ihould 
•* adminifter it, when a clergyman could not 
be had, rather than any one (hould die 
without it [«]/' Therefore Tertullian was 
properly no Antipaedo-bapiift ; for he allow- 
ed, and even required Infants to be baptized 
in cafe of neceility, or danger of death* 
(5.) To what hath been faid, 1 (hall add two 
confiderations to prove, that Tertullian himfelf 
looked upon Infant-Baptifm, as no human, or 
late invention, but a fcripture inftitution 3 
though left at large, where no urgent riecef- 
fity, or immediate danger appeared, and not 
'imited, as circumcifion was, to any particu-^ 
iar day. (i.) Thofe words of Chrift \o\ Ex^ 
^^t a man be horn of water , and of the fpirit^ 
fitc. I fay, thefe words Tertullian underftood 
^f Baptifm^ and from thence inferred it to be 
^ccef&ry to falvation [/>]. Thus, he put that 
V«-y conftrudion upon the text, which, as 

L the 

t»] Tertullian, debaptifnt. c. 17. [o] John i. 5. 

[p] Cum vero praefcribitur nemini fine bapcirniQ compecere 
^sUutem, ex illd maxime pronunctacione Domiqi, qi;^ aic, nifi 
^^sitos ex aqaa quu erit, &g. TercuU de ba^t« c, 1 2« 



(74) 

the Antipaedo-baptifts pretend [9], gave nfe 
to the pradice of Id^ant-Baptifm. Therefon^ 
they cannot fairly deny, that it was praflifisd 
in the time of TertulUan^ that it was theo 
pra&iied as a fcripture inftitution, and tbat 
TertuUian himfelf confidered it under this 
notion i at leaft, if they allow, that he bo- 
lieved Infant-falvation. (2.) Whenhepro* 
duces fundry inftaqces of unwritten ct^bm^ 
to another treatije^ and methodically bediu ' 
with the adminiftration of Baptifm [r] ; ^r I 
tuUian makes no mention of InJant^Baptifm^ i 
(tho' he mentions other things of lefs mor 1 
ment) as any of thofe unwritten ca(loais. 
From whence one of thefe two things naturally 
follows, either that Infant- Baptifm was opt 
pradiied at that time ; or that he looked upon 
it as a written cuftom ; that is to fay, a cufbom 
founded upon the written rule of God's word, 
and confequently a fcripture inflitution. Bat 
the former fuppofition hath been proved to 
be falfe from his book of Baptifm, which was 
written before [j] 5 and fo the latter mufl be 
true. 

Having given Dr. G/7/, I hope, proper fa-- 
tisJa£}ion upon this point; we are now at lei- 
fure to attend to his t^/^^^r affertion, viz. ** that 
** Tertullian is the firft man, that ever made 
** mention of Infant- Baptifm, that we know 
•* of. '* — Upon which I obferve, that thofe- 

word^^ 



[ 



q] Mr. Stennet Anfwer to Ruflen. p. 77. 

r} D€ corord militu. [s] Fid. Di^in Wfi. EccLffi 
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words are equivocal^ and mnft be underflood 
1^1 th caution 5 for/ other writers, before Ter^ 
tkiltan^ fpeak of the fame things though not 
fredfely in the fame terms. And if Dr. Gill 
%iU hot be fo candid^ as to admit of this dif- 
i^odtion ; I wifli he would be fo kind as to 
telorm us, who was the firfl man, that ever 
made mention of Original fin^ e. g. that is, 
ofed this very term^ or phrafe, peccatum origi- 
ms : to inftance in no other particulars, as I 
iBight in feveral, which the Dodtor holds 
^ no better tenure, than what depends up- 
<» the diftindion aforefaid. Have we not 
^retdy feen, that Origen, his cotemporary, 
though fomewhat younger than Tertullian, fays 
<tf Infant-Baptifm, that it was a cuftom^ a tra- 
dition, or inflitution, which the church de-f 
rived from the apoftlcs ? And how could Ori-^ 
pn know this, but by the teftimony of other 
♦titers? Therefore, vfh&tcvcv we know of the 
matter (and indeed we know very little of the 
authors, that lived in thofe days, fo few of 
them now being extant) we have no room to 
doQbt, that other writers before Tertullian (the 
&cred writers are out of the prefent queftion) 
bad made mention of Infant -Baptifm as the 
ufage and praBice of the chriftian church de- 
rived from the apoftles, and confequently as 
what had obtained from the begining. Ac- 
cordingly, Clemens Alexandrinus^ Tertullians 
fcnior, plainly refers to Infant-Baptifm under 

L 2 that 
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that notion, faying [^] "If any one be bjr 
^* trade a fi(her-man^ he will do well (;p thipjc 
^* of an apofUe, and the children taken out 
*^ of the watef." — " An apoftle's takitig^ 
drawing, or lifting, a child out of the water^ 
cannot refer to any thing, that I can think 
of, but the baptizing of it;" fays Dr, 
Wall [«]. And fo fay I too; bejng the 
more confirmed in this fentiment, by a pafl^ 
jn Tertullian [w\ where he compares baptizo^ 
perfons to little Jijhes ; and fo points out the 
apt propriety of the fign, or feal^ which Ck^ 
mem Alexandrinm propofes to fi{her-men: 
^nd by his mentioning an apofile in the cafe^ 
|t evidently appears, th^t this antient writer 
looked upon |nfant-Baptifnfi as $in apftolical 
praSfice. 

Come wc now to Irenaus, who flourifhed 
?tbout A. D. 1 67, thirty years or more before 
Tertullian* The words, ufually cited in this 
debate from Irenceus, will appear to contain a 
clear teftimony to Infapl-Baptifm, if perfons 
could, and would confider them without 
prejudice, and prepoflefliQn. For he fays of 
Chrift [a;], ** that he came to iave all by him- 
felf i all I fay, that by him are born again 
unto God, Infants, and little children, youths, 
^' and older mpn. " Upon which the learned 

Feur 

[/] Paedagog. lib. 3. cap.ii. 

[«] Wall's Deftnce, &c. Appendix, p. 9. 

[w] Sed nos pifciculi \n aqua nafcamur, Terialfia^^ 

de bapttfmo, 

\x^ Iren. lib, 2* caf, 35. 
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Fiuardentim hath this remark ; << that by the 
*' name of regeneratim^ according to the 
^^ phrafe of Chrift, and of his apoftles,' he 
^' under{):ands Baptifm^ clearly confirming 
^' the apoftolical tradition concerning the 
^' Baptifm of Infants/' Let us now have 
the patience to hear, what Dn Gill^ after 
others, hath obgedted againft this teftimony of 
Irenaus. ** The pafl^e (fays he [y\) is only 
^' a tranllation of Jrenaus^ and not expreiled 
^\ in his own original words/' Again \z\ : 
- ' It is only a tranflation, as almoft all his 
^' works be, and a very foolilb, uncouth, and 
^^ barbarous one/' — ^But yet, the dodor doth 
not pretend to fay, and much lefs attempt to 
prove, that it is a wrongs or falfe tranilation % 
which he (hould have done, if he would 
have faid any thing to the purpofe» It is ob- 
ferved by a learned and judicious writer [a], 
that the old tranllation, which we have of 
Irenaus is clofe, and unpolite, and for that 
reafon may often difcover to us the origi-^ 
naly as might eafily be (hewed in a multi- 
tude of places/^ And thus, tht coarfenefs 
of the tranflation, objected by Dr. G/7/, is 
really an argument in favour of it's bmth, 
and fidelity, -n- But, he adds [b], ^' and the 

^' chapter, 

ly] Divine Right of Inf. Bap; ezaminedy 8cc. p. 22* 

Ex] Argument from apoft^ tradit. p. f 4* 
a} Jortin. Difc. i. on the Chriilian Relig* Compare 
Wall's Defence, &c. p, 31c, 316. 
[b] Ubifupra. 




(78) 
^ chapter^ from whence it is taken^ b hjf 
*^ Jbme karoed men judged to be fporious. ^ 
Which words itxiply, that dll learacd meti da 
mx jodge fo ; ami the DoOor nmft allow us, 
to think, that at kaft one Icani^ man hath 
ikid what is fufficient to prove the contrary, 
until Dr. H^alts anfwer to Dr^ Gak upon this 
head [c] hath rccbived a proper reply. But 
this is a common artifice with writers in dif^ 
tnfs^ when they meet with any thing, winch 
they cannot reconcile with their own dear 

Eejadices^ and prepoifeflions^ to raiie ground- 
k fcruples, and fufpicions about it. Thus, 
Cbatks Blackwood^ that doughty champion, 
Who bravely undertook the ftorming of jinti* 
thrifty would needs have St Cypriaris epiftle 
16 Fidus^ though fo often quoted by St. Auf- 
tin^ be fuJpeSed to be fpurttm \d\ j (becsufe, 
I fuppofe, it fpeaks too plainly for him of In-* 
fant-Baptifm) but upon the weakeft grounds, 
that can be. No more folid, or fubAantial 
is Dr. GUf% following remark upon the pa0age 
under confideration \e'\. " It is but a jingle 
*' pallage out of him (as if Irehaus could 
*< not mention Infant- Baptifm at all, if he 
*^ fpeaks of it but once) and that depends 
*^ upon a fingle word, the fignification of 
" which is doubtful at the beft." — So much 
the better, if there is but one word in the 

fentence 

t] Wall'* Defence, &c. p. 280, &c. 
J\ Blackwood. Storming of Antichrift. p. 90* 
[0 Ubi fupra. 
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fentenoe cf donbtful figaiiication ! But, wor-p 
thy Do^or, why is the fignificatbn even 9^ 
this word fo wry doabtful ? Hath not Xk^^ 
Wall [/] produced abundant evidence, to 
prove, that the antients comnuuily fpoke of 
^aptifm under the notion of regeneration t 
Nay, what better evidence can be deiired^ 
than the poor evafions, and pitiful (hifts, tQ 
which Dr. Gale was reduceid in vainly at- 
tenipting to prove the contrary; and whercr 
by he juftly merited the charader given of 
him, viz. an everlqfting caviller agaityt tbingi^ 
that are plain \g\ ? We have feen befor^ 
that TertuUianj cotemporary with IrenauSf 
underftood the words of Chrift John iii. ^ 
of Baptifm. He alfo (ays that chriftians arc 
bom in water ^ like fi(hes; and to what ^ui 
this refer, but Baptifm ? Thus, he i^ks of 
Baptiiin under the notion of regeneration :-rr 
Clemehs Alexandrinus alio (peaks of chriftians 
being born, or begotten of ike womb of water ^ 
Ttyw/puv w {MfF^otq vSotToc* Genuit ex ma- 
trice aquae. Strom. I. 4. And a like nor 
tion TertuUian mentions, as maintained by 
the beatbens \b\ : no doubt long before the 
time of Irenaus. But, we ne^d not have 
recourfe to the beatbens: feveral chriftian 
writers, who lived witb^ or before Iren^us^ 
ipeak the fame language 3 as will be (hewn 

here- 

(/*] Hiftoryof Inf. Bap. p. 2. ch. 6, and Defance p. 51S, 
&c. Appendix, p. 3. kc. 
\g\ WalPf Defence, &c. p^ 539. 
[i^j TfrtuUfnw di bmftifmo. caf. 5. 
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hereafter. At prefent, I (hall only remind 
Dr. Gill of what he hath himfelf alledged [/] 
concerning the antiquity of the " cufiom of 
giving a mixture of milk and boney to a per- 
fon juft baptized/' For^ as milk and ho- 
ney were the food of Infants ; fo the giving 
of this mixture to a perjbn juji baptized^ was 
a fignification, or fymholical fign of his be« 
ing new-born^ or born again [k]. Now, the 
DoAor £iys [/], even Barnabas^ a companion 
of the apoflle Paul^ is thought to refer to this 

Cidice, in an epiftle of his ftill extant [m]. 
t me afk then ^ doth Dr. Gill himfelf real- 
ly think fo ; or doth he not ? If he doth not i 
Why did he alledge this as a proof of the high 
antiquity of that cuftom ? On the other band, 
if the Dodtor is of that opinion ; if he looks 
upon the epiftle of Barnabas to be genuine,' 
and fuppofes it to refer to the cuftom of giv- 
ing a mixture of milk, and honey to a perfon 
juft baptized : then muft he retrad his own 
words, when he adds [«], *' nor had it as yet 
*< obtained among the antients, to ufe the 
*' words regenerated^ and regeneration^ for 

*' baptized^ 

r/l Argument from apoft. tradic. p. 37. 

f^j Hieron^m, adv, Luctferianos, Bocbart, Hierozoic. Ubx 
4. cap, 12. 

[/] Rid. [«] C. 5. 

[«] Jbld. p. 14. £)r. Cale alfo fays (Reflexions on WalPs 
hiftory, J^c. p. 489.) *' Ido not believe it (I e. the word re* 
** generation) is ever fo much as once afcd in the antienteft 
^« times for baptifm, at leaft not till their zeai /or Infant* 
** Baptifm betrayed them into that abfordity, which was not 
*• near the time of St. /r^Ji^ari/*— — Bat, aseealfor In£uic* 
Baptifm will prove, upoa his hypotheiis^ mach earlier tkao 
the Doctor pretends^ 
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baptized^ and baptifm'' — Let us now return 
to Irenaus ; and by examining another paC- 
fagc, or two in this antient writer, it will ma- 
nifeilly appear, that he himfelf ufed the 
words regenerated and regeneration in the 
fenfe contended for. In one place [p] he 
fpeaks thus ; " And again, giving the power 
** oi regeneration unto God to his difciples, he 
•* faid unto them, Go^ and teach all nations^ 

baptizing them in the name of the Father^ 
*• and of the Son, and of the Holy Gbofr 
This paflage feems too plain to need any 
comment, or to be capable of any evafion. 
In another place [^], Irenaus mentions by name^ 
*^ the Baptifmoi regeneration to God.'' — The 
Dodlor cannot fay of this paflage, that it is 
only a tranjlation of Irenaus ; for, we have 
it exprefjed in his own original words, if that 
will pleafe him. Well then 1 Irenaus exprefs- 
ly fpeaks of the Baptifm of regeneration unto 
God, and of Infants being regenerated unto 
God. From whence it is natural for any 
man of plain fenfe, to infer that Infants were 
baptized.' — But fays the Doftor [q] " the true 
•• fenfe of Irenaus feems to be this, that 

M " Chrift 



f d] Et itcrum poteftatem regenerationls in Deum demandans 
difcipulis, dicebat eis : Euntes docete omnes gentes, bapci- 
zintes eos in nomine Patris, et Filii, ec Spiritus Sandli. Iren. 
J^b. 3. cap. 19. ^ 

W [^] — T« ^^Va-uoiloq 7m €?? •3'icv iitxyiwt\(Tta<t i. c. bap- 
tifmacis ejas» qaae eH in Deum regenerationls. Iren. lib» !• 
cap. 1 8. / 

[f] Divine right of Inf. Bap. examiaod^ &c. p. 23. 



iah. 






(82) 

<« Chrift came to fave all, that are fegene- 
*^ rated by his grace and fpirit, and none but 
" they, according to his own words. John iii. 
•* 3, 5/* Now, this is granting all w^c de- 
fire, viz. that the words of Irenaus refer to 
the words of Chrift in thofe texts of fcrip- 
ture, particularly the laft. For, this is plain- 
ly giving up the point ; as thofe words were 
always [r], and I think rightly [5], underftood 
of Baptifm by the antient chriftian writers* 
But the Doftor is not yet cafy j he /ay«, 
that '^ to underftand Irenaus as fpeaking of 
Baptifm, is to make him at leaft to fuggeft a 
dodrine, which is abfolately falfe, as if 
•* Chrift came to fave all^ and only fuch, who 
" are baptized unto God/' The like objcc* 
tion is made by another learned writer [/}, who 
(hould have underftood the fentiments and 
language of the primitive Fathers better. Did 
riot he know, that Tertullian as well as St. Auf^ 
tirij &c, fpoke of Baptifm as neceflary to fal- 
vation ? How came the ecclefiafiical hifiprian 
then to forget, that it is agreeable to the ecck^ 
Jiaflical jitle^ to underftand Irenaus alfo as 
ipeaking of Baptifm under the fanrve notion ? 

And 

[r] See Wallas Hiftory, &c. p. z. ch. 6. 

[j] The words of Chrilt, Except a man be horn of fwaftr, 
and of the fpirit, &c. are parallel to the words of St. Paul, 
Tit. iii. 5. by the 'wajhing of regeneration^ and renewing of 
the Holy Gholl. And thofe, who would confine the wordar 
wholly to fpiritual baptifm, put a manifefl force upon them, 
at the expence of a tautology: .which is Dr. G///V way. Sccr 
his commentary, &c. Conf. Mar. xvi. i6. 

[/] J> Cleric, Hifi. Eccies. ann, i^. feB. 33- 
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And thus, what is urged as an objeAion, ft 
really a confirmation of the given fenfe of 
IretKzm : which cannot be difproved by the 
confequence drawn from it, unlefs the infalli- 
biKty of Irenaus in points of doSlrin^ be firft 
cftablifhed. Befides, hath not the Oracle of 
truth himfelf declared [^]? *• He that believ- 
^ eth, and is baptized, (hall be faved/' And 
38 not this the fame kind of language, that we 
fuppofe Irenaus to fpeak, fo far as relates to 
Baptijm f I hope, Dr. Gill will not here fay, 
that " to underftand Chrijl as fpeaking of 
Baptifm, is to make him at leafl to fuggeft 
a dodlrine, which is abfolulely falfe, &c/* 
But, if the words of Chri/l admit of a quali- 
fied fenfe ; fo do the words of Irenaus. There 
is nothing therefore in his manner of expref- 
fioa, that argues that he doth not fpeak of 
£aptifm, when he fpeaks of Infants ^^z;?^ re-^ 

fenerated unto God ; but the contrary. For, 
lis way of fpeaking, thus underftood, is quite 
agreeable to the ecclejfaftical ftile^ and to fcrip^K 
ture language alfo. So much then for the tef- 
timony, the plain unexceptionable teftimony^ 
of Irenaus for the pradtice of Infant-Baptifm. 
And as this antient writer flourifhed about fix- 
ty feven years after the apoftles, fo that he 
may well be fuppofed, as he is faid, to have 
been born fome time before the death of St. 
^ohn : his teftimony thercforp carries up the 

M 2 cvi- 

[«] Marie xvi.^^. 
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evidence for Infant-Baptifm very near to the 
apoftolic age. 

But farther to corroborate this evidence, let 
us proceed to Jujlin Martyr^ vsrhofe time is 
fixed only forty years after the apoftles* And 
the better to connedl our obfervations on hiax 
with our remarks on Irenaus ; we (hall be- 
gin with a paffagc, where Juftin Martyr 
plainly enough fpeaks of Baptifm under the 
notion of regeneration^ though he is defcrib- 
ing to the heathens the manner of adult-bap- 
tifm only, having no occafion to defcend to 
any farther particulars : nor do we alledge the 
paflage as a proof of Infant-Baptifm diredly ; 
but only to fhew that this antient writer alfo 
ufed the word regeneration^ fo as to connote 
Baptifm, and thereby confirms the fenfe al- 
ready given of the words of Jrenaus. Juf- 
tin Martyr then fays [w], " We bring them 
•* (viz. the new^converts) to fome place, where 
" there is water ; and they are regenerated by 
** the fame way of regeneration by which we 
** were regenerated', for they are waflied with 
" water in the name of God the Father and 
*^ Lord of all things, and of our Saviour Je^ 
** Jus Chrift^ and of the Holy Spirit. For, 
*^ Chrifl; fays [a:], unlefs you be regenerated^ you 
** cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven^ &c." 
Thus, as Juftin Martyr ufeth the 'term rege- 
neration^ fo be underftands thefe words of our 

Saviour, 

[nv] Apolog. 2, [x] John iii. 3, 5. 
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Saviour, of Baptifm. Therefore, though he 
here defcribes the manner of adminiftring 
Baptifm only to the adult ^ as we are often 
told ; yet his words cannot be thought to ex- 
clude the Baptifm of Infants in. thofe days : 
becaufe, we fee, that conftrudion of our Savi- 
our's words did then obtain, which, as the Anti- 
paedo-baptifts themfelves fay, introduced Infant- 
Baptifm into the chriftian church. So little rca- 
fon had Dr. Gill to fay, fpeaking of the time 
of Irenaus^ near thirty years younger than 
yuftin Martyr^ " nor had it as yet obtained 
^' among the antients to ufe the words rege- 
•* neratedy and regeneration^ for baptized^ 
^' and Baptifm /" As for Dr. Gale's quibbles 
upon this head, I fcarce need to refer the 
Reader to Dr. ff^alPs reply [y] for a proper 
anfwer ; the plain words of Juftin Martyr, 
above cited, being a fufficient anfwcr of them- 
felves. 

The next pafTage I fhall mention is in his 
Dialogue with T^rypbo the Jew [z] 5 where 
yuftin Martyr fays that concerning the in- 
fluence and efFcd: of Adartis fin upon man- 
kind, which the antient writers reprefent as 
the ground and reafon of Infant-Baptifm. 
In the fame book he fpeaks of Baptifm being 
to chriftians in the room of circumcifion ; 
and fo points out the analogy between thefe 
two initiatory rites. Dr. Wall hath quoted 

both 

\yl Wair^ Defence, &c, pj 277. 

[«] J,^Martyr Dialog, cum Trjfb^ is^f • 
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both the paflages at large, and made jM-oper 
fcfledions upon them [a]. To him there^ 
fore I (halt refer the curiou8 and inquifitiye 
Reader : for I haften to another paflage in 
yufiin M^rty^t wpo'^ which I muft dwell a- 
while longer. Jujiin Martyr then fays [b']. 
•• Several perfons among us, of both fexes, of 
«• fixty, and feventy years of age, <h ix m/USa^^ 
** IfjuiBTfnoBficrwf ru ;gpr^, w& were difcipled 
^ tQ Chrift in their childhood, 6cc." Dr. Gii 
renders the words thus [r], " who from their 
•« childhood were inftrudled in Chrift : for fo 
«« (fays he) the phrafe, on which the whole 
^ depends, ihould be rendered, and not dif- 
♦* cipled^ or projefyted to Chrift^ which render- 
^ ing of the words ai it is uojuftifiable, fo it 
^ would never have been thought of, had it not 
" been to fcrve a turn."— Now, by expreffing 
himfelf thus, the Dodor feems to be aware, 
that the turn of Infant-Baptifm would beferv 
fdy if that conftrudion of the word, Ifjuot^y^^ 
Tiudiftraif, which he difallovTS, were admitted : 
and yet, if he alfo had not a turn to ferve in 
his way, it is probable that he would never 
have thought of any other rendering of the 
word : nor can he juftify his own fenfe of the 
phrafe, iju^iSifrfiw^iyrflsy rta yj^Z, by any rule 
of graroniar, or parallel example, e. g. *« An*- 
*• tiphon, the fon of Sophilus — fMtBf^ivtrotg S% 
^* raJ ^orpi, was difcipled, or a difciple to bis 

'' fathers" 

[a^ Hift. of Inf. Bap. p. i. ch. zl [i] Af^l. z. 

[r] Argument from ap. tradit. &c. p. I2^ 
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** father ;'* fays Pktarcb [c]. But accord-* 
ing to Dr. Gill*s rule of conftru£kion, we 
ihould fay, Anttphon was inftru^ed in bis fa-^ 
ther. And would this be good fenfe^ or a 
proper way of fpeaking ? The Dodor bimfelf, 
when perhaps he was off his guard, and bad 
no turn to ferve^ fomctixnes fuppofed, that in 
the cbriftian fenfe of the word, difctpk^ it in- 
cludes Baptifm. For, (ays he [i], ** The apof- 
*^ jle takes it for granted, that they were bap^ 
** tized^ fince they were not only believers^ 
** but difciplesr And this fenfe oi the word, 
as including the idea of Baptifm^ is confirmed 
by the following paflage [^] ; ** When they 
•* had preacbed the gofpel to that city, and 
** fjioBfiTeva-uvTBg taught (difcipled) many,&c." 
that is, made many difciplcs. By this ex* 
preffion the facred writer muft intend fome- 
thing more than bare inJtrnBion j otherwife 
it is a mere tautology. And what can this 
fomething more be, but baptizing them ? Dr. 
Gill himfclf being judge. Therefore, fincc 
according to the cbrijlian fenfe of the word in 
queftion, it comprehends Baptifm, whea 
yujiin Martyr fays of certain perfons Ix «■«/- 
iyy ifjui^fjAuBficocv too ;^if « ; his words imply 
that they were baptized in their infancy, or 
childhood : for, the Baptifm of any perfons 
being not a continued^ but one fingle tranfi- 

ent 



icl tlutarc. di 'vit, decern Rbet. Op. Vol. 2. /. 8}l. 
td-x Dr. Gill's commcnttry in Aftsxix. i, }• 
lei A&xiv. 21. 
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eht ad, to fpeak of their being baptized froth 
their childhood, would be improper [^J- 
We grant, the word, difciple^ hath a reference 
to teachings and inltrudlion. But then, 
whereas the Antipaedo-baptifts pretend that 
all perfons muft be jirft taught before they 
are baptized ; we, on the contrary maintain, 
that children rightly may be, and in fadt were^ 
baptized, and fo far made difciples to Chrift, 
in order to be taught, as a fcholar is put to 
fcbool, that he may learn. 

With refpedl to the matter of right in this 
cafe, it is beyond the compafs of my prefent 
defign, to difcufs the queftion in that view. 
However, as it may contribute fomething to- 
ward fupporting the given fenfe of Jujiin 
Martyr ; I (hall here anticipate myfelf fo far, 
as to offer fome confiderations upon the words 
of the commijjicn [g\ " Go ye therefore, and 
*^ teach (difciple) all nations, baptizing them 
*^ in the name of the Father, and of the 
*^ Son, and of the Holy Ghoft; teaching 
" them to obferve all things whatfoever I 
" have commanded you, &c." — Here, fay the 
Antipaedo-baptifts, teaching is fet before bap^ 
tizing ; and fo, from hence they argue, and 
would conclude, that all perfons muft be 
taught, before they are baptized. But, from 
a ftridt, and impartial examination of the 
words of the commiffion, the contrary will 

appear 

[/] See Wall's Defence, &c. p. aSo. 
[^] Mat. xxviii. 19, 20. 
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appear to be true, and that baptizing is really 
fet before teachings in the proper order erf 
words ; though I flball not argue from thence, 
that all perfoDs muft be baptized, before they 
sre taught, but only that there is no ground 
from the words of the commiflion for the 
contrary fuppofition. For (i.) we have the 
general matter of the commiffion laid down 
in thefe words ; Go ye and difciple^ or profe- 
lyte, all nations. For {o^ I infift, the original 
word ought to be rendred, toexprefs its true 
meaning, and to avoid a tautology ; not teach 
all nations \ as teaching is mentioned after- 
ward by a more proper, and known term, 
^iSccTTcovjsg [h]. Accordingly, thus it is, that 
our tranQators have very properly rendred 
the word in another place of the fame gof- 
pel [/]. Nor can Dr. Gill, rcmembring his 
own obfervation above mentioned, difallow, 
how much foever he may dijliiey this inter- 
pretation ; or confine the fenfe of the word 
to mere teachings but at the expence of a pal- 
pable fclf-contradidion. Therefore, difci- 
filing is a general, and coraprehenfive term, 
including both teaching, and baptizing. For 
obferve (2.)the particular method of execu- 
ting this commiflion, appointed in two direSfi" 
ens 5 viz. baptizing, and teachiitg : that is to 
fay, by baptizing, and by teaching : for, the 

N Greeks 



lb] See Wall's Pefcnce, &c. p, 1 35) 136. 
[/J Mat. xxvii. 57* 



(90) 

Greeks uk the participles for gerunds [k]. Our 
learned Dcxflor over-adls the grammarian^ 
when he fays [/], ** the antecedent to the 
** relative tbem (after baptizing) cannot be all 

" nations^ hilt difciples^ &c." The reafon 

he gives for it, is of no force at all, viz. the 
difagfeeraent of gender. Such inaccuracies, 
or atticifms [/w], are not uncommon. The 
podlor may find the fame conftruftion in 
other places [»], yea, the very fame phrafe [^J. 
And let me ajk him, what is the antecedent to 
the fecond tbem ? (after teaching) Will he fay, 
as before, difciples ? Then, by his own con- 
feffion, difciples are perfons to be taught ! I 
give the Dodlor free liberty, to chufe his own 
antecedent. And whether it be all nations^ 
or difciples ; this is plain, that baptizing is 
fet before teaching in the exprefs words of the 

commiffion. Therefore, to return toyuf- 

tin Martyr^ no fufBcient reafon appears, why 
the aged perfons, mentioned by him, as hav- 
ing been difcipkd to Chriji in^ or from their 
cbildhoody may not be fuppofed, to have been 
made difciples to Chrift in their infancy by 
Baptifm^ and afterwards taught from their 
infancy; according to that obfervation of the 

learned 



[k] Vid, Spanbam* Dubia Evang, in loe, 

[I] Divine right of Inf. Bap &c. p. 79. 

[w] The conltru£lion of a relative is of the fame nature 
with that of an adje^inje; concerning which the rule is: po« 
etice, et attlce, nee cafu, nccgeaere, nee numero confentic. 

[»3 z Kingfc xvii. 41, 70, A6b XV. 17. 

[oj .Mat. XXV. 32. 
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learned Dr. Ligbtfoot [p\ " Bapiifm makes 
** difciples, and difcipling fets the way to be 
** taught." This to me appears to give us 
the full import of Ju/iin Martyr's phrafe. 
And, confidering the time, when he wfit, 
the perfons, of whom he fpcaks, muft have 
been difcipled to Chrift; and confequently 
baptized, in the apoftolic age, and near the 
middle of it [jj]. 

I (hall not here infift upon the queftions 
and anfwers to the Orthodox; a book wHich 
goes under the name of Juftin Martyr^ but 
is the work of a latier author, in the fourth 
century perhaps [r]. However, Ihfant-Bap- 
tifm is there fpoken of, as a thing vulgarly 
known, and pradifed in the chriftiah' churchy 
and the right of children to Baptifm onthe 
foot of the faith of thofe, that prefent them, 
is plainly, and pofitively afferted[i]. We 
may rank this book in the fame clafs with the 
/ipoftolical Conftitutions^ which exprefsly order 
the Baptifm of Infants {/]. And fo, from 
both we may conclude, that Irifatit-^Baptifm 
was pradlifcd in the Greek church ;' a ifa<^ 
which the AntipaBdo-baptiftshayc'fometibes 
denied. 

N 2 Perhaps, 

[p] Sennon on Matth. xxviii. 19. Op. Vol. 2. p. 1124.. 
This is according to the rule. Baptize your chiUren, and 
bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. A- 
pofl. Conilitut. ubi infra. 

[q\ See the Baptifm of Infents, a reafonable fervice, p. |2. 

[r] Vtd, ^eft, 74, 126, &c. . 

[i] ^eft. ^ Reffonf, 56. 

l/J Apofi.Confiitutn lib, 6. cap, r^^ 
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Perhaps, according to ply propdfed me-^ 
thod, iLboiiW have rnQniiontdxhtRecagmti" 
0715 bciforc yiijiin Martyr in order. Hov/^ 
ever, fays llic learned apd laborious Mr, 
Bingham [u\ ** It is an antient writing of 
'* the: iaaie 2^z ,%iviih Jii^in Martyr, men- 
" tioncd hj Qrigen in his l^bihcalia, and by 
fome zkixhzdL 10 Bardefenes Syrtis^ who 
*' lived at^out' the middle of the fecond cen^ 
" tury. This author fpeaks of the neceflity 
'^ of Baptiim. in the lame HyU, as Juftin 
" Martyr did, &c, -7- So that i( Infant-Bap- 
•* tifm was founded, as 5tf/w^7^«j pleads, up- 
**. on the opinion of the neceflity of Baptifm 
** to falvation; this author mufl: be an aflfertor 
*^ of Infant-Baptifm ^ becaufe he was unde*- 
" niably an aflertor of the general necefSty 
•* of Baptifrn to falvation ['z^]. 

To conclude in the words of the fanae 

author [w].- '* The moft antient writer, that 

*' we have is Clemens Romanus, who lived in 

y the time of the apoftles. And he, though 

«« be doth not diredtly mention Infant- Bap- 

«y tifm, yet fays a thing, that by confequence 

proves it. For, he makes Infants liable to 

original fin, which in effc6t is to fay, that 

^* they have need of Baptifm to purge it 

away, &c [x]. ■ ■ Hermas Pa/tor lived 

** about 

f ;,] Antiquit'cs of the chriflian ch. B. xi. ch. 4. feft. g, 
I -a- 1 CUment. Reco^nit. lib. 6. 
\uv\ Bingham antiq. ibid. ftdl. 6. 
[a] Clemens Roman, Ep, i. adCorintb, 
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^^ about the fame time with Clemens, and bath 
feveral paflages to (hew the general necfefll- 
ty of water, that is Baptifm, to fave men, 
** &c [y], -~ Therefore, they who reprefent 
*• this dodrine of the ncceffity of Baptifm 
^' as a novelty, or an error, firft introduced 
*• into the church in the age of St. jiujiin 
*^ againft the Pelagian ber^icks i do mauK 
*^' fqft wrong both to the dcRCtrine itfelf, and 
** to St. Aufiini aifld to the aiitients, who 
^^ embraced, and delivered the fame before 
^' him." 

Thus, froim the begining of the fifth cen- 
tury backward,- either ei^prefsly, or in ref- 
ped: to the totAtmu grounds oi it (thofe verjr 
grounds upon which the Antipeedo-baptifts 
themfelves fay, it was founded) we havetra^ 
ced up the f^aftice of Infant-Baptifm to the 
time of the iipoftles [y]. (Audit is only the 
faSi itfelf, as attefted by the antient writers^ 
not ihtix reafimings about k, in which we are 
concerned at prefeht) Oui" teftimonies upon 
this head might have been expeded to be 
more full for the firft ages, if there had then 
t)cen any controversy about Infant-Baptifm, 

and 



Ix] Hermes P after lib. i. & 3. See Wall's Hiftory, &c. 
p. I. ch. I. and Defence, ch. xi. 

[y'\ Quod autem apud iimplicem vulgum difleminanty Ion- 
gam annorum feriem, pojd Chrifli refurredionem, prseteriiiTe, 
quibus incognitas erat paedo-baptifmus ; into fadiffimi" minti* 
untur : fiquidem nullus fcriptor tam vetuftus, qui non ejus 
originem ad apojhlorum feculum pro certo referat. J. C^- 
▼in. Inilit. lib. 4. cap. 16. fe£l. 8. 
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und we had now a greater number of primi- 
tive writers extant. So tliat what our evi^ 
dence may feem to lofe in one view, it gains 
in another. The main queftion is, on which 
fide the preponderating evidence lies. And 
to judge of this, I defire the Reader to con- 
fider, that in all the forementioncd period the 
Antipsdo-baptifts cannot produce one iingle 
author to dijprove the i?iQi[y]. For, the 
firft njan, that ever fuggefted any thing of 
that kind, was Wilfrid Strabo^ a writer in 
the ninth century ; and , what he fays is 
grounded upon a palpable miftake. Becaufe, 
he builds his opinion, againft the early prac- 
tice of Infant-Baptifm, upon no hiflorical 
memoirs, or authentic teftimony ; but only 
on a paflage in St. Aufiirii book of Confeffiom^ 
which fpeaks of his being baptized at adult- 
age. Nothing at all to the purpofe ! For, 
from the fame book of St. Aujtin we alfo 
learn, that, when he was born, his father 
was a heathen \z\. And, if his mother was 

then 



\,y\ " Mr. Gale fays. Had it been the fettled fraQice, Sec. 
*• it cannot be imagined, that Tertiillian Jhould 'venture to 
' ** oppofe it. Why not ? Why might not he have the confi- 
<< dence, and felf opinion, that Mr. Gale has now, when it 
« is undoubtedly the fettled pradice ? He knows well enough 
<* (though he would conceal it from any ignorant Reader) that» 
« That is Tertullian^s chara6ler among all men ; to oppofe 
** his lingular opinion^ to the pradlice, and tenets, of tl^e 
^* church of his time, &c." WalPs Defence p. 361. 

[z\ See MarfhalPs Defence of Inf. Bap. in anfwer to 
Tcmbes. p. 47. and Wall's hifiory, &c. p. z, ch. j, fed. ii. 
and cb. 2'. fed. 2. 
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then a cbriftian ; his being not baptized in 
infancy can no more prove^ that Infant^Bap- 
tifm was not the common pradice of the 
cbrijlian church at that time (as we know it 
was by St. Auftiris own teflimony) than ST/- 
mothfs not being circumcifed in infency (whofc 
father was a Greek, and his mother a Jew-^ 
efs [^]) is any proof that Infant-drcumcifion 
was not then the common pradice of the 
Jewi/h church. Wherefore to conclude all 
in the words of St. Augujlin^ in his cpiftlc to 
5t. Jerome^ contra Ecclelfiae fundatiffimum 
»!/^r^w nemo fcntiat, i. e. " let no body think 
<* contrary to the tnoft firmly efiabltjhed cuftom 
" of the church." 

[a] Ads xvi. I| 3. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 

^"^ H I S Defence of the Antiquity is 
deiigned to prepare the Way for the 
Defence of the Authority of Infant-Baptifm, 
in Anfwer to the <:ommon Objedions againft 
it 
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%F Infant-i>aptUin Ihould paTs 
for an imovaeion, or I'uch a 
' late and novel Invention, as 
its oppofers pretend it to be, 
this might prejudice them, 
and others, againfl any argu- 
ment that might be offered in fupport of 
its authority. Thercfwe^ to prepare the 
way for proving its authority, it was judg- 
ed a proper ftep, in the firft place, to dif- 
cufe the point of its antiquity. And fo, 
this was the dcfign of the tra£t, entitled 
Pado-Baptifin, which Dr. Gili has honour- 
ed with his remarks, beginning where it 
ends, and 'inverting the cvder of the whole 
at^ument. 

Towards the clofe of Pado-baptifm [a] 

are thefe words : " Thus, from the begin- 

** ing of the fifth century backward, cither 

*' exprcfsly, ot in refpeft to the common 

B ■ " grmnds 
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•' grounds of it, (thofc very grounds, upon 
•* which, the Antipado^baptifts themfelves 
" fay, it was founded) wc have traced up 
" the practice of Infant-baptifm to the 
" time of the Apoftlcs". — Now, thcfe 
grounds were the Iqppofed nece/pty of bap- 
tifm to falvation, cither as a mean of cleanf- 
ingfromfin^ particularly original fin, or of 
gaining admittance into the kingdom of Gcd. 
Thefe arc acknowledged to be ihe common- 
ly received grounds of Infant-baptifm in 
the primiti'-ce church \ whether n^t^ or 
wrong, was no qucftion with the author, 
who was only enquiring into the matter of 
faSl : For, as he adds, '^ it is only the Jai^ 
^* itfelf, as attefted by the antient writers^ 
** not their reafonings about it, in which 
*^ we are concerned at prefent".— ^Says 
Mr. Stennety [b"] (one of the moft ingenious 
and learned writers on that fide) " The opi- 
" nion of the abfolute neccffity of baptifm 
*' to falvation, from a mifunderftanding of 
** thofe words of Chrift, Except a Man be 
** born of water^ &c. Joh. iii. 5. fccnis to 
*^ have introduced Infant-baptifm into the 
« Chriftian Church." But, with fubmif- 
fion, as it does not appear that the antients 
milunderftood thofe words of Chrift, by 
underftanding them of baptifm ; fo, it fol- 
lows not, that Infant-baptifm was introdu- 
ced into the Chriftian Church upon any 

mijiake^ 

[h"] Anfiver to Ruffen^ p. 77. 
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miftake^ merely becaufe a wrong notion of 
baptifm was taken up ; fuppofing that ta 
have been the cafe. For, people might ve- 
ry cafily take up fuch a notion, after they 
had received Infant-baptifm, and though 
they received it as a divine inftitution. 
When any of the philofophers (e. g. Plato) 
made ufe of weak arguments to prove the 
immortality of the foul^ it feems to be a juft 
obfervation, that they muft have received 
that dodrine before : otherwife they could 
not have been induced, upon fuch flight, 
infufficient grounds^ to embrace it at all \c\ 
In like manner, if wrong notions, and weaK 
reafons, of baptifm in general, or of In- 
fant-baptifm in particular, prevailed in the 
primitive church, it is eafy to conceive, that 
the thing itfelf was in ufe, before any fuch 
infufficient grounds of it were a(figned. 
And thus, according to this view of the 
cafe, the pradice of Infant-baptifm was not 
introduced^ (as is imagined) or originally 
grounded upon thofe reafoos; but thofe 
reafons were grounded and grafted upon the 
praftice of Infant-baptifm, already received 
in the Chriftian Church. This being pre- 
mifed, let us now attend to Dr. Gz/Ts re- 
marks upon Paedo- baptifm. 

Mr. Bingham (a name of fo much note 
for learning and fkili in ccclefiaftical mat- 

B 2 ters, 

[r] See Halihurtons Infufficiency of Nat. Relig. ch. 14. 
p. 4S- ^ 
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tcrs, that, if it (hould not fccdte a petCon 
from error, it might very well fcreen him 
from contempt With all men of candour) 
\ras quoted [^ for this remark ; ** The 
" tnoft anticnt writer, that we have, is Cfe- 
" mens Romanus, who lived in the time of 
** the Apoftlcs; and he, though he cJoth 
** not ctprefsly mention Infant-baptifm, 
** yet iay6 a thing, that by confequent^ 
" proves it : For, he makes Infants liable 
" to Original Sin, which in cfFefl is to fay, 
'* that they have need of baptifm,6fr." [^], 
'i'he paflage to which Mr. Bingbam refers, 
IS a quotation from yoh xiv. 4, 5. which, ac- 
cord^ig.to the Gr^^iJ verfion, Qemensxcdid^ 
thus : t>fo man is free from pollution^ no not 
thd his life is but cf one day. But, Dr. 
Wall obfervcs [/], that in the next chap- 
ter Clemens brings in, to the fame pur- 
pofe, the faying of David, Pf li. 5. / 
wasjhapen in iniquity , &c. — Now, Dr. GiO 
takes hotice of the former paflage, but fays 
not a word of the latter, pafling over it to 
another, mentioned by Dn PFall. And all 
that he has to urge, with reference to ihft 
pafiage in jfob, is, that " it might be brought 
•' to prove Original Sin, but is not brought 
" by Clemens for any fuch purpofe'* [g]. 
However, it is as much brought in for fuch 

a purpofe, 

;/| Paedo-baptifm, p. 92. 

'0 Antiq. of theChr. Ch. B. 11. Ch. 4. S. 6. 

;/] Hilt, of Inf. Bapt P. i. Ch. i. 

^] Antipsedo-baptifm, p. 5. 
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a purpofey *$ the faying of David ; and^ as 
both tbefe paiTages are commor^ly alledged 
by the primitive writers in proof of Origi- 
nal 8in, (o^ it is prefumed, Dr. Gill him- 
felf fuppofes, tbftt Clemens alfo onderftood 
them in the fame tight ; therefore, he can-^ 
not fairly deny, that in this apoftoUcali^' 
ther we may trace (me of the received 
grtmnds of Infant-baptifm in the primitive 
church, when he renocmbers his own ac- 
count of Aujiifl^ faying, *• Tbii the church 
*' has ahvays had, has always held." For, 
lays he [b\ " it was the doctrine of Ori- 
'* ginat Sin, and the Baptifm of Infants for 
" the remiilion of it, he fpeaks of/' And 
indeed, of all men, one cannot but won- 
der mod at tboje^ that hold Original Sin, 
and ytt difown Infant-baptifm ; that look 
upon all infants as lofi in Adam^ and left 
deftitute, at the fame time, of any appoint- 
ed fign^ or token of their concern with 
Chrift, under the ckarefi revelation^ and 
the brighteft difplay, of redeeming love 
and grace. Bat, that any fuch perfons 
exifled in the primitive church, does not 
appear. It is to no purpofe then, for the 
Dodor, to dlledge any fuch in our days, 
unlefs he had produced fome inilances of 
this kind in the earlier ages of the church, 
and particularly in the time of Clemens Rxh 
manus. 

The 

C^] Argum. From A p. Trad. p. tb. 
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The fame learned Bingluun was alfo ci- 
ted [i] for itis obfervatioii, ** Hernias Paf- 
<' tor lived about the fame time with Cle^ 
*' mens^ and hath fcveral paflages to (hew 
*' the general necejfitj of water, that is, Bap^ 
" tifm^ to lave men." Now, fays the Dr. 
\k\ <* farcly he could not mean real ma- 
*' terial water, &r/' and yet, he does not 
pretend to know, what Hermas does mean. 
But, whatever the true meaning be, the 
words plainly allude^ at leaft, to Baptifm, 
and that as neceiTary to iaivation: for, 
there is no accounting for his way offpeak* 
ing upon any other fuppofition, when that 
author exprefles himfelf thus [/] : '* Hear 
*' therefore, why the tower is boUt upon 
'* the water : becaufe your life is, and 
•* fliall be faved by water^. And again, 
\m'\ '* before a man receives the name of 
'^ the Son of God, he is ordained unto 
** death ; but when he receives the feal, 
" he is freed from death, and delivered un- 
" to life. Now, that feal is water ^ into 
'^ which men go down under the obliga- 
** tion of death, but come up appointed 
" unto life" [n]. Therefore, we have here 
the general ground and foundation of In- 
fant- baptifm, as received in the primitive 
church, either clearly expreffed, or plainly 

referred 

[/] Ibid. [i] Antipwio, p. 6. 

'/]L:b. I. Vifion 3. Sea. ^. 

[m] Lib, 3. Simil. 9. S. 16. 

[n] SeefFa/Ts Defence, p. 237. (^c. 
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referred to, viz. the necejjity of Baptifm 
to life and falvation. And this is all that 
Herman Pajior was cited for. 

Now, fays Dr. Gill [(?], " our author 
*' upon the above pafTages concludes after 
•* this manner; ** Thus — we have traced 
** up the praSlice of Infant-baptifm to the 
" time of the Apoftles ;" when thofc wri- 
** ters give not the leaft hint of Infant- 
•* baptifm, or have any reference to it, or 
** the pradice of it j" and then adds, " It 
** is amazing' what a face fome men have !" 
which is really very true ; otherwife, how 
could the doctor deal fo unfairly, as to 
quote the author's words imperfedly, by 
leaving out the alternative^ viz. " either ex^ 
** prefslyy or in reJpeSl to the common grounds 
*' of it." Befides, he has removed the 
words out of their proper place j for, they 
came in as they were cited above, upon a 
review of the conneSled evidence for In- 
fant-baptifm, from the beginning of the 
fifth century, backward to the firft ages of 
all. " In all which period, (as it is added) 
" W ^^^ Antipaedo-baptifts cannot produce 
*• one fingle author to difprove the fad." 
Nor l^as Dr. Gill himfelf yet produced a- 
ny fuch author, as will appear by the fe- 
quel. Therefore, the preponderating evi- 
dence, whether more or lefs, does ftill lie 
on the fide of Infant-baptifm. It is true, 

the 

W P«g«7» [P] PaedQ baptifm, p. 94. 
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the tcftimonies from Clemem Romams^ aod 
HertMs Paftor^ arc not diredb and express 
proofs, nor are they alledged as fucb, but 
only as proving Infant*bapti(in by confer 
fience ; (even upon the principles of its op- 
fiofersy by pointing out the acknowlcdlged 
grounds cf it in the primitifc church). It 
was thus that the argument was ftated^ in 
the words of the learned Bingbam ; and 
the Doflor, if he pleaies, may wonder at 
Us face: But, as Dr. fTa/J observes [^], 
" Proofs by confcquence for any afirwatg've, 
^* do give that the advantage againft a mga^ 
** the, of which there are no proofs at all." 
Dr. GUI fays [r], " nothing out of Bar^ 
** nabas, Pofycarp, and Ignatius, in favour 
** of Infant-baptifm, is pretended to/* But, 
if that had been thought nefceflary, or con- 
fiflent with fludied brevity, the (divat grounds 
of Infant-baptifm might have been pointed 
out in thefe writers alfo. Ignatius men- 
tions Original Sin [i], as the learned f^offius 
under (lands his words [/]. And Barnabas 
fpeaks more than once of the ufe and effica- 
cy of Baptifm to cleanfe from fin \u\ As 
for Polycarp^ I do not find, upon a curfo- 
ry review, that he fays any thing of Bap- 
tifm at all. And this alfo (to note that by 
the way) is the cafe with fome other antient 

vwiters, 

y] Defence, p. 281. [r] Pag. 4^ 5. 

[i] fip. ad Trallian. 

[/] Hift. Pdag. lib. * . P. I. Th. 6. [« j Sea. i r . 
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writers, that are focnetimes mentioned, as 
having nothing in favour of Infant-baptifm : 
[x] but their fcheme might therefore be as 
pertinently^ and properly alledged, to dit 
prove all baptifm in the fame period, ■ 
Bur, fpeaking of Barnabas and Hermas 
upon another occafion \y\ the Do(9:or ob- 
ferves, " the learned Mr. Stennet \z] has 
" cited fome paflages out of them, and af- 
" ter him Mr. David Rees [a]^ which arc 
** manifeft proofs of Aduh-baptifm, and 
'^ that as performed by immerfion." And 
what Pado-baptiji doubts of cither ? The 
only queftion is, whether Aduh-baptifm 
was the only Baptifm, and immerfion the 
only mode of baptifm ? As to the latter^ wc 
(hall fay no more of it at prefent : but, in 
relation to the jormer^ it is acknowledged, 
that Adult- baptifms were very frequent and 
common in the Jirfi^ and fome following 
ages, by reafon of the great number of new 
converts to the Chriftian faith. But this 
concludes nothing at all againft Infant-bap- 
tifm J becaufe, as plain in/lances, and as 
clear defcriptions, of Adult-baptifm may 
be produced from thofe very writers who 
were Psdo-baptifts themfelves, and lived at 
that time when Paedo-baptifm prevailed, 
by the confcflion of it's mod fanguine op- 

C pofers ', 

[jt] Divine Right of Inf. Bap. p. 22. 

Cr] fbid. p. 20. [z] Anf. ioRufen^ip, 142, 143. 

£^7J Anfvverto Walktr^^, 157. 
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pofcrs ; as will be {hewn in a proper place. 
At prefcnt I muft obferve, that Mr. Sten- 
net, and Mr. Rees^ as referred to by Dr. 
Gill himfelf, underftood the words of Bar^- 
nabas^ which have been confidered, of Bap* 
tifm^ and confequently as fpoken oi real ma^ 
terial watery though the Dodlor would 
now (huffle them off to fomcthing elfe, he 
knows not what. Before, they were ma" 
nifeft proofs of Adult-baptifm, G?r. but 
now the Doftor can properly fee no Baptifm 
at all in them, no real material water, 
fomething myjiical muft furely be designed j 
and what it is, he leaves to thofe who bet- 
ter underftand thefe vifionary things ! Thus 
DoSors differ ! And thus can the fame 
Dodor differ from himfelf! underftand the 
lame paflages different ways ; or affedl not 
to underftand them at S[\ juft as it ferves 
a prefent turn ; and ftill keep his counte^ 
nance I Proceed we now with him to 

Tloe fecond century. 

Of the Recognitions, fays Mr. Bingham, 
16] ** it is an antient writing of the fame 
'* age with Ju/lin Martyr, mentioned by 
** Origen in his Philocalia, and by feme 
'* afcribed to Bardefanes Syrus, who lived 
** about the middle of die fecond century. 
'* This author fpeaks of the necejjity of 

** Baptifm^ 

[h] Ubi fnpra, Scft. 8, 
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** Baptifm, in the fame ftile, as yujlin 
" Martyr did, Gfc." [c]. Dr. Gill here re- 
plies, with fomc warmth, faying [d]^ 
" whenever this wretched tenet, this falfc 
** notion of the abfolute neceffity of Bap- 
** tifm to falvation is met with, the P^r- 
^^ do'baptijls prefcntly fmell out Infant- 
•* baptifm, G?r." And why fliould they 
not? vfhcniht AntipadO'baptiJis themfelvcs 
have lent us their nofes, to fmell it out ? 
But fome people have a wonderful faculty^ 
and a ftrange command over their fenfes« 
(happy for them, and others, if they had 
the fame, over their paffions!) They can ««- 
derftand^ or not underftand ; fmell^ or not 
fmell, juft: as it fuits their prefent occafi- 
pn ; otherwife, what imaginable reafon 
pan be affigncd, why thofe, who believed 
the abfolute neceffity of Baptifm to falva-* 
tion, (hould defer one moment, to admini- 
iler it to Infants, at lead in cafe of dan- 
ger ?— In refpedl to the notion itfelf, whe- 
ther it was true, or falfe, is not the quef* 
tion ; but whether fuch a notion did really 
obtain in the mod primitive times: and 
that it adlually did, we have feen before in 
Barnabas ^nd Hermas. Therefore this is 
none of the dotages peculiar to the Recogni^ 
tions 5 nor was Bardefanes Syrus, (if he 
lyas the author, and the contrary is not 
proved) ever charged wirh hercfy for hold- 

C z ing 

Icl^ See P^do-bap. p. 9^. [/) Ai^paedo, p. 9^ 
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ing this tenet : fo that all, the Dodor fug- 
gefts upon this head, is nothing to the pur- 

pofc. But, he has one falvo yet 5 he 

feys, " the myftery of iniquity worked by 
" degrees, &cy which is very true, in rc- 
fpcdt to the general corruption of religion : 
but, if by th^ myjlery of iniquity ht means 
Infant baptifm^ we deny his fuppofition, 
anddefpife the calumny. However, ** true 
** it is, (as he fays) that one error leads on 
** to another j" and this may account for 
the introdudion oi Antipado-baptifm^ which 
upon enquiry will be found to be a myftery^ 
which worked by very Jim) degrees. J 
lliall only add, Bardefanes Syrus was a wri- 
ter of great note ; as appears from Jerome's 
account [e] : Eufebius has given us *a large 
extract from fome of his writings [f\ \ and 
if he was not wholly free from berefy^ even 
to the laft. Dr. Gill fliould not bear too 
hard upon him* on that account, for the 
fake of his favourite author, TertuUian. 
But, if Antipado-baptifm may be upheld ; 
no matter by what weak arguments it is 
fupported. 

Pafs we on now to Juflin Martyr , from 
whom a paflage was alledged \g\ to con- 
front the Dodlor's aflertion [/;], (fpeaking of 
the time of Irenaus^ junior to yujiin) viz^ 

"that 

V] Catalog, dc Script. Ecclef. 

'/] De Pracp. Evangel, lib. 6. num. lo. 

j:] Pacdo-baptifm, p. 84. 

V-'j i^rgam. from Apoft. Trad. p. 14. 
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*^ that it bad not as yet obtained among the 
" antients to ufe the words, regenerated^ 
** and regeneration^ for baptized^ and Bap- 
«• tifm." The paflagc is this ; '* We bring 
" them (/. e. the new converts) to fome place, 
** where there is water, and they are regene- 
•* rated by the fame way of regeneration, by 
*' which we were regenerated: for they 
** arc waftied with water in the name of 
" God, the Father, &c. becaufe Chrift 
** fays [/], unlefs you be regenerated, you 
^* cannot enter into the kingdom of hea- 
^Vven, &cr\k]. Obferve now, (i.) Jujim . 
fays of the new converts^ {flfi^^ they were 
made fuch) ** we bring them to fome* place, 
** where there is water, and they are rege^^ 
*' neratedy &c." (2.) In proof hereof he 
adds, "^^for they are waftied with water, 
" Gfr/' Thus he dcfcribes the way of re- 
generation. And then, (3.) he affigns the 
reafon of this pradlice : *' For, or becauie, 
** Chrift fays, Unlefs you be regenerated, Sf^," 
Can any thing in the world be plainer ; than 
that ytiftinhtxc ufes the terni, regenerati-* 
on^ and alfo underftands thofe words of 
Chrift, of baptifm ? How then could Dr. 
Gill have the face to fay [/], " that the per- 
** foijs Jujiin fpeaks of are not reprefented 
f * by him as regenerated by baptifm 1" and 
who can but wonder at the reafon he gives 
2 for 

[/] Joh. ill. g. 5. [*] Apol. 2. 

^/} Antlpasdo^ p. il. 
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for It? viz. ** bccaufc they arc fpoken of 
<^ before, as converted perfons, and belie^ 
" vers !'* Before what ? why, before they 
are fpoken of as regenerated by Baptifm 3 
therefore, they were not regenerated by 
baptifm! excellent logic! This is rhefirong^ 
and nervous reafoning of the Anitpado-baf^ 
tift I In vain would the Dodor avail him- 
felf here of the modern ufe of the word re^ 
generation, as implying the fame thing 
with converjlon : but that word had no fuch 
ufe among the antients^ without a refer- 
ence to Baptifm \m\. In vain alfo would 
he burleique the fenfe given o^ "JujlitC^ 
words, by pretending, that it makes him 
lay, " they were baptized, becaufe they 
" were baptized." — For, the prefent qucf- 
tion is not about the things but the ufe of 
the ivord^ regeneration. And we do not 
fay» that regeneration, and baptifm, are 
identically the fame; but that the former 
word is fo ufed, as to connote baptifm, and 
refer to it, vix. as the way^ and mean of 
regeneration. So fays Juftin, " we bring 
** them to the water, and they are rege- 
" nerated by the fame way of regeneration, 
^* by which we were regenerated ; for 
** they are wafhed with water, Gfc." — 
When Dr. Gale had quibbled upon the 
words of Jujlin Martyr^ in the fame man- 
ner, as his brother DoSior now doth ; Dr 

fVall 

[w] fTairs Hift. P. I . ch. 2. 
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Wall (aid [«], '! I muft declare, and I A^ 
•* it in cold blood, I never met with any 
*' one of fo finidied effrontery, to deny 
" things, that are plain, and vifible." — In 
fliort : Juftin puts the very faaie conftruc- 
tion upon our Saviour's v^ords, JobSxu 3. 5. 
as the author of the Recognitiom did [o\ : 
therefore " that then no fuch conftrudi- 
^' on of the words obtained, that baptifm is 
** ncceffary to falvation," is a groundleis pre- 
tence, and a manifefl error. — — Before wc 
difmifs this paflage, it is proper to confider, 
what Dr. Gill has fuggefted from it, (after 
Dr. Gati) in disfavour of Infant- baptifm. 
It is very plain, that Juftin is fpeaking of 
new converts from beatbenijm^ and it is al- 
lowed, on all fides, that fuch perfons muft 
be baptized at adult-age. But this makes 
nothine againft Infant- baptifm. However, 
let us hear what is offered upon this head. 
It is alledged [^], that ^* if Infant-baptifm 
^< had been pradtifed in thofe days, it is 
" not confiflent with that fincerity, which 
** Juftin fets out with, when he propofed 
** to give the Roman Emperor an account of 
*' Chriftian Baptifm, not to make any men- 
" tion of it, ©f." — ^To which I rejjy, there 
was no infincerity^ or unfair dealing in the 
cafe, if Juftin faid fo much of baptifm, 
and the other Chriftian rites, as was fuffici- 



cnt. 
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cnt, to anfwer the Emperor's expciftation, 
and the proper defign of writing his apokgy ; 
which was to fliew, that the Chriftians 
were not fuch vile, and feditious perfons, 
as their enemies reprefented them, but wor- 
thy men, and good fubjedts, and that there 
was nothing in their religion, which had a 
tendency to make them otherwife. It was 
therefore quite impertinent for Jujitn lo fay 
any thing of infants ; who could lie under 
no fufpicions of that kind \([\. Befides, as 
the Romans had a folemn form of luflration 
for infants [r], the Roman Emperor, with- 
out being told of it, might naturaUy con- 
clude the fame of the Qiriftians. It is 

further urged from the fame quarter, that, 
** he had occafion to fpeak of it — had it 
" been ufed ; fince the Chriftians were 
** charged with ufing their infants barbar- 
" oufly, &c'* But this is a far-fetched 
imagination:, as Dr. Wall properly enough 
calls it [i] : befides, that calumny, among 
others, Jujiin refutes in another part of his 
apology J and fo had no occafion to recur to 
it again \t\ To which let me add, if, as 
thefe writers are wont to contend, immer^ 
Jion was the only modeoi baptifm ; had yuf- 
tin told the Emperor, that they plunged their 
infants, this might rather have confirmed, 

than 

[q] See Cobbet\ Juft Vindication, P. 3. ch. 4. p. i. 

[r] Vid. Macrob. Saturn, lib. i. c. 16. 

[/] Ibid. p. 275. [0 P. 70. E. Colon. 
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than removed the fufpicion of ufingibem- 
harbaroujly : and for my part, I cannot con- 
ceive^ how fuch a notion (hould get among 
the Heathens concerning the Chriftians, if ' 
their Infents had nothing to do with their 

facred rites. In reply to what is further 

recited from Jufiin Martyr^ after Dr. Gale-, 
it will be fufficient for me, if I tranfcribe 
Dr. tValf^ anfwer, (of which Dr. Gill ukcn 
not the leaft notice ; an endlcfs way of writ- 
ing controverfy !) [u] " what he obferves of 
Jufiin s faying, that our firft generation 
is Without cmv knowledge ^ or choice; but 
" that a heathen, man (for of fuch he there 
*' fpeaks) comes to this Baptifm (which is 
•* his regeneration^ or fecond birth) of his 
5« own will and choice ; is no more than he 
*^ would have faid of any profelytes^ entring 
^* into God's covenant by circumcifion^ 
^* (which the Jews^ as I (hewed, did alfo 
*^ call regeneration). The adult profclyte 
** did partake of this regeneration by his 
** own choice. This is no proof, but that 
" his Infant-children had the fame circum- 
" cifion, and regeneration, by their parent's- 
" dedicating them, and God's gracious acw 
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ceptance, 

In his Dialogue with Trypho the Je^, Jt 
was ohferved \w] there is a paflage, ** where 
^ y^fi^^ Martyr fays, that concerning the 
** infiuence and effed: of Adanfs fin upon 

D mankind, 

[//] Defence, p. 276. [w] Pacdo-Bap. p 85, 



] 



cc 



( i8 J 

" mankind, i;vbich the antient writers re^ 
*^ prcfent as the ground and reafon of In- 
« fant-baptifm;' *' Now (fays Dr. Gi/t) [x] 
" allowing that this is fpoken of Original 
^* Sin, as it feems to be, what is this to In* 
** fant-baptifm ?"— To which I anfwer, if 
Original Sin is any thing to Infants ; why 
(hould not the words of Juftin make for 
Infant-baptifm, when the antient writers 
reprcfent the former, as the ground and rea- 
fon of the latter ? But fays the Dodtor, " I 
have already cxpofed the folJy of arguing 
from perfons holding the one, to the prac- 
** tice of the ^ther." — Has he fo indeed ! 
But how ? Wny, by telling us of fome mo-^ 
derns that hold Original Sin without prac- 
tiling Infant-baptifm ! And could not I tell 
him of many others, that both hold the one, 
and pradtife the other? But, what is this to 
the antients ? And let it be remembered, 
that it is not the reafon of the thing, much 
lefs any modern opinions about it, but the 
fenfe of the antients concerning the matter 
inqueftion, which is the fubjeft of this pre- 
fent difquifition. — Again, in the fame book 
another paffage was referred to, as pointing 
out lome analogy between baptifm, and cir- 
cumcifion. This the Dodor will not al- 
low, though Ju/iin fpeaks of Chriftians 
receiving the Jpiritual circumcifion by bap- 
tifm } but from hence he infers, *' that it 

**mutt 

[;r] Antipaedo, p. 1 2. 
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** muft be different from baptifm^" which 
is juft fuch another cavil, as he made be- 
fore in diftinguifliing between baptifm^ and 
regeneration. But it is plain, that, as ac- 
cording to yujiin^ regeneration was per- 
formed, or efFedled injirumentally by bap- 
tifm ; fo, when he fays of the fpiritual cir- 
cumcifion, " we have received it by bap- 
** tifm," (in whatever way others had re- 
ceived it) he refers to what was done for 
Chrijlians in their baptifm. But, for a 
more particular anfwcr to the Doctor's ex- 
ceptions, I refer the reader to Dr. Walt\y^. 

Says Jujlin Martyr [z]^ (as was alfo ob- 
feryed [tf]) " Several perfons among us of 
** both fexes, of fixty or feventy years of 

** age, ol 6K TTUIOUV BfJLOtBl^Tevdvi(rdv TCf %p/^^, 

** who were difcipled to Chrift ;«, or Jrom^ 
** their childhood, £?^." — Dr. G/V/ contends, 
it fliould be read inJiruSled in Chrift : but 
this was (hewn to be an improper way of 
fpeaking ; as it woul5 be to fay, that Anti^ 
phon^ the fon of Sophilas^ was inJlruSied in 
his Father \b\ The phrafe, as the Dodor 
thinks, might better be rendered, inJiruEi- 
ed by hii father ; which is indeed agreeable 
to the Englijh^ if it would fuit the Greek 
idiom ; but fome good critics are of another 
opinion [c\ and judge it more proper to 

P 2 fay, 

[y] Defence, p.^ 267, t^c^ [k] Apol. 2. 

• [a J Paedo-bap. p. 86. [fl See Paedo-bap. p. 86, 

[r] See Walkerh ModpCl Plea, p. 207, 
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fay, Antiphcn was a difcipk to his fether^ 
Dijcipkd^ or (which is the Do£for*s phrafc, 
though of ihc fame import) profflyted^ tQ 
bis father, I think, is not fo well exprefied. 
However, I could fee no impropriety in it, if 
Sopbilas had (et up for the head of a religi- 
ous kO. ; and it is only in the (acred, or 
Chriftian fenfe, that we affix the idea of 
projecting to the verb in queftion. Now, 
wnat we urge is this, that the perfons de- 
fcribed by yuftin muft have been baptized 
in their childhood, or Infancy ; becau/e the 
word, difcipUng^ in the Chriftian notion, 
includes baptifm: for which an authority 
was produced, that Dr. Gitl cannot well 
phjefl againft, viz^ his own \J\. Nor doth 
he yet retrad what he faid ; only, he tells 
us, what his meaning was, which was clear 
enough before, as expreffed in his comment ; 
but, leaving him to enjoy bis ownfenfe^ we 
accept of his conceflioa, that the word, dif' 
ciplingy includes baptifm. And this notion 
was confirmed by ASts xiv. 21. But here 
the Dodtor would have the word, difcipling^ 
to fignify only an effe£i{no\. an adl) where- 
in, I fancy, he is very Angular. And yet, 
if he would honeftly tell us, what that ef- 
fedt was, (provided he may enjoy his own 
fenfe) he would undoubtedly fay, it includ* 
ed baptifm j which is the thing we contend 
for. This conftrudtion of the word was 

further 

[^] His Commentary on Asisxix. i. 3. 
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further (bpported by Mat. xxviW. 19, 20 [e]f 
^^ Go ye, therefore, and difciple all nations^ 
" &cy where the word, difciple^ is mani- 
feftly a general term^ which includes bap^ 
tizingj as well as teaching. Bat of this, 
the Dodor takes no notice, nor makes any 
attempt, to juftify his former criticifms on 
the text [/]. Admit then the notion, wc 
advance, is juft; the perfons, abovemcn- 
tioned, maft have been baptized in their in- 
fancy, as they were difcipled to Chrift in^ 
or from^ their childhood : for, as was ob- 
ferved [g\ baptifm not being a cmtinued^ 
but a tranfient aft, to fay they were baptized 
from their infancy, would be improper^ 
as Dr. Wall had hinted before [A]. But, 
Dr Gill (p. 14.) would turn this off with a 
laugh, by faying, this *• reafon — is merry 
" indeed 5 when Jujiin is not fpeaking of 
the baptifm of any perfon at all" How- 
ever, he mud not think, to efcape thus ; 
for, if baptifm is included in the notion of 
difciplingy (which the Do6kor cannot deny 
without contradifting himfelf ) when Juftin 
fpeaks of certain perfons being difcipled to 
Chrift, he muft confequcntly fpeak of their 
baptifm. Therefore he muft give us, or 
we ftiall take leave, to conclude, that ** in 
*^ the paffages of yujiin quoted, if there is 



cc 



"no 



[e] Paedo-bap. p. 89. 
• [/] Diyne Right of Inf-bap. examined, p. 79. 
Xg] PaeJo b:p 87, 88, \b'\ Ddfeuce, p. 280. 
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*« no exprcfe mention of Infant-baptifm ; 
«' yet there is zbint given of it, and fome re^ 
^'ference unto it;" contrary to what the 
Doftor affcrts, — - But he would willingly 
warp himfclf off, by fuggefting, that JuJ^ 
tin ufed the word, difcipling^ in a different 
fenfe from the fcripture notion of the thiqg. 
*^ From whom (fays he p. 13.) can we bet- 
^^ ter learn his meaning than from him- 
'^ felf ?" and complains of his oppment^ that 
he takes no notice of feveral padages in yuf- 
tin^ which the DoSior had alledged, to cgn- 
firm his new fenfe of the word under con- 
fideration. Therefore, to eafe him of his 
complaint, we will now examine all thofe 
paflages, and (hew, that the Gretk word for 
difcipling^ z^V£i\\,% the fenfe, contended for, 
there alfo. Let us begin with that paflage 
[/] where Jujiin fpeaks, (as it is cited and 
exprefled by the Doftor [k]) '' of Ch.rift's 
*^ fending his difciplcs to the Gentiles^ who 
** by them e[Jt.»Brir6V(ruv (it fliould be, J^a-. 
'* B^TiU(rev) inftruSled them." — Now, who 
does not fee, that Juftin here alludes to the 
words of the commtjjion^ Mat. xxviii. 19, 
20. where, as has been (hewed, the word, 
fjbcc^7jrBij(ruT6, difciple^ includes baptifm. Thus 
then, Ju/Iin fpeaks not any peculiar dialedl 
of his own, but the language of the New 
Teflamenti and fo from thence we are to 

2 lear^ 

[/] Dialog, cum Tryph. p. 272^ Colon. 
{k\ Argum. from Apoft. Trad. p. 12.J 
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learn his meanings which is this, viz. that 
Chrift by his difciplcs, fending to the Gen-- 
tiks^ difcipled them. And how did they 
difciple the Gentiles ; but by baptifm, and by 
teaching them ; according to Chrift's di- 
redion [/] ? — Again, in another paffagc al- 
Icdged Ini], Jujiin fpeaks of pcrfons *' being 
" liccBfjTivofJusovovg, inftruSled in the name 
(perfon, or dodrine) of Chrift, and leav- 
ing the way of error ;" as the DoSior gives 
the words. But here alfo iioBrp^ivofjtivovg elg 
TO ovofia Tov %§/rou (which IS Jujiin's phrafe) 
aptly (ignifies their being dijcipled to Chrift, 
lo as to be baptized in bis name ; agreeably 
to thefe words, jiSis xix. 5. BtSocTrritrBritrccv 
tig TO ovoiiot, TOV Kvflov Iij(rou, /. e. they nvere bap^ 
tized in (or into) the name of the Lord Jejus. 
This notion is confirmed by what Juftin 
adds of their leaving the way of error ; 
whichimplies their renouncing the Pagan^ 
and embracing the Chriftian religion : and 
when they left their old church (into which 
they, and their children had been initiated 
before) furely they would carry their chiU 
dren along with them. — - Once more j 
Jujiin ** fpeaks [«] of perfons fjtaBriTBvBfivou^ 
•* inJiruSled into divine dodlrines." So the 
Dodtor renders, the words; but methinks, 
infirudied into divine doSlrineSy is an harfli 
expreftion. I (hould rather read it, initiated 

into 

[/] See Paedo-b^p. p. 89. ^m\ Ibid. p. 2 J 8, 

£«] Apolog, I. p. 43. 
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into divine dodrines, i. e. the Cbrijikin ritU 
gm. And thus, baptijm^ the Chriftian 
rite of initiation, may be referred to in this 
place, as well as in the two foregoing* — - 
After all ; ^* we grant, the word, difciple^ 
^' has a reference to teacbingy and inilruc- 
'* tion :" and that new converts from bea-^ 
tbemfm were (and ought to be) inflruded 
firfl, before their admiffion to baptifm. But, 
this concludes nothing againft the bapiiikn of 
infants, nor difproves the notion that chil- 
dren were (and fhould bej baptized, ^ and 

fo far oude difciples to Chrift, in $rder 

to be taught ; as (Difcipi^) a fcholar is 
•' put to fchool, that he may learn" [^J. 

We now attend the DaStor to the next 
writer in this century, viz. Irenaus. 

Irenaus fays [p] of Qirift, ** that he 
** came to fave all by himfclf; all, I fay, 
** that by him are born again unto God, in- 
" fants, and little children, young men, and^ 
** old men." Upon which paflagc (it was 
obfcrved) [y], " the learned Fenardentius has 
** this remark, that by the name of regene- 
" ration^ according to the phrafe of Cbrift, 
** and of his Apoftles, he underflands bap- 
•' tifm, &cr Now here Dr. Gill is out of 
patience ; he will not allow this monk (as he 
calls him in contempt, p. 1 5.) to be a man 
of learning ; though all the proof, he gives 

of 

[0] See Paedo*bap. p. S8. [f] Lib. 2. p. 39. 

[q\ Paedo-bap. p. j6. 
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of it, is, that he was a great bigot to a party i 
a man of large ajfurancej and uncommon bold^ 
nefs^ &c. Butj if this is the peculiar cha- 
rader of a monky and the fign of an unIearn-» 
ed man ; one might perhaps, find more 
monks, and fewer fcholars, in the world, 
than is imagined ; yea, fome famous Doc- 
tors themfelves might be in danger of being 
undubbed, and put on the hood. 'Tis pre- 
fumed, however, that Dr. Grabe will be 
allowed, to be a man of learning, and mo- 
deration : and yet, he thought the obferva- 
tion of Feuardentius aforefaid, worth retain- 
ing in his edition of Irenaus [r]. Nor is 
it, I think, a falfe glofs^ as Dr. Gill pre- 
tends, but much truer than his own alTer-* 
tion, " that Chrift and his Apoftles no where 
*' call baptifm by the name of the new 
*^ birth j" if his meaning be, that they no 
where have reference to baptifm, when 
they fpeak of regeneration. The words of 
Chrift, Joh.\\\. 3.5. mofl: plainly, and //- 
terally^ refer to baptifm. Accordingly, y&, 
we have proved, beyond all rational contra- 
didlion, yuftin Martyr underftood them 1 
and he muft be a man of monkijh affurance, 
that can fay, without fome equivocation, 
** the paflage in Jiffiin before- mentioned, 
**' falls (hort of proving, — that in Irenaus'^ 

E *' time, 

[r] P. 161. where Dr. Grabe not only efpoufes the 
opinion of FitMniiMtiuSf but confirms it^ by fome remarks 
of his own. 
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" time, it had obtained among the antients^ 
** to life the words regenerated^ or regenera^ 
" tion, for baptized, or baptiftny [s] — 'Tis- 
pretended (ibid) " the pafluges in Tertulliariy 
'* and Clemens of Alexandria^ concerning 
** being born in water^ and begotten of the 
•* womb of water \t\ are too late." But 
how can they be too late j when both thefe 
writers, though younger men, lived at the 
fame time with Irenaus? — The DoSlor 
goes on ; " befide, the one is to be interp/et- 
" ed of the grace of God compared to wa- 
** ter ; this is clearly Tertullian's fenfe ; for, 
** he adds, " nor are we otherwife fafe, or 
•' faved, than by remaining in water, which • 
•* furely can never be underftood literally of 
" the la-ater of baptifm." But if he had 
not been in too much hafle, to confider the 
fenfe, and defign of the words, the DoSor 
might have clearly perceived his own mif- 
take. For, Tertullian is there exprefsly 
treating oi water- baptifm^ which foi«e per- 
fons, as he fays, were for laying alide [u]. 
This was the cafe of one ^nntilla, who, as 
he tells UP, ** deftroyed baptiiin according 
*^ to her nature-^ for he calls her a venomous 
viper; and obferves, that fuch kind of 
creatures frequent dry taiwatery places/' 
Then follow the words before us 5 ** But 
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[j] Antipxdo, p. 15,. [/] See Paedo-bap. p. 79. 

[u] Tertul. de baptifmo, which book begins thus^ Feliic 
iaaamentum aquae, hfc. 
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** we are born in the water like little jijhes^ 
" after the example of Jefus Chrift, Gfc/* 
Therefore, by remaining in the water, is 
plainly meant retaining the falutary ufe of 
water- baptifm in the church. Accordingly 
Pamelius obferves, " that thefe words arc 
** to be chiefly remarked againft thofe, who 
" deny ihtnece/fity of water in baptifm."[w] 
To the fame purpofe fays De la Cerda \x\ 
** Obferve the neceflity of water in baptifm 
" againft the Paulicians'^ This laft writer 
refers to a parallel place [^'], where Tertul^ 
Han fays, ** There is one kind of flefh of 
'* birds, that is, the martyrs^ who foar to 
" the higher regions; another oi Jifies^ that 
** is, thofe, whom the water of baptifm 
•* fuffices." But there are other paflages, 
which plainly fliew, that Tcrtullian confi- 
dered baptifm as a kind, or mean^ of rege- 
neration ; and fo made ufe of this word to 
exprefs baptifm. Says he [2;], ** the law 
** of baptizing is enjoined, and the form 
^* prefcribed. Go (fays he) teach all natU 
** ons^ baptizing them in the name of the Fa-- 
** ther^ and of the Son ^ and of the HoJyGhoJl. 
** Parallel to this law is that definition, £x- 
" cept a man be born of water ^ and ^/^ the 
** Spirit y he Jhall not enter into the kingdom 
*' of heaven'* And again [a], ** Blcfled 

E 2 " are 

[w] Pamcl. Not. inloc. [jf] Not. ibicj. 

[y] De Rcfurre6t Carnis, Cap. 52. 
\%1 De Baptifmo. [^3 Ibid. fab£n. 



cc 
<c 



( 28 ) 

*' are ye whom the favour of God attend?, 
*' when you afcend out of the moft holy 

" laver of the new birth, [novi nataluY' 

Dr. Gill is as f^r wide of the truth, in fay- 
ing, (p. 16.) "as for Clemens [6], he is 
" fpeaking not of regeneration, but of the 
natural generation of man, as he comes 
** out of his mother's womb, G?^ ." For, 
Clemens is allegorizing ^ in his way, upon the 
words of Job [r], N^ked came I out of my 
mother* s womb ; and naked Jhall I return^ 
*' Not naked (fays he) of pofleffions, for 
•* that is a fmall and common thing ; but, 
** as a juft man, he returns naked of vice, 
** and wickednefs, &c. For this is what is 
** faid, Unlefs ye be converted as little chil^ 
*• dren^ pure in body^ and holy in foul, by 
•* abftaining from evil works ; (hewing that 
** he would have us to be fuch, as be begot 
** us of the womb of water. For, generation 
^^ fucceeding to generation^ will advance u^ 
*' to immortality." Now, in this allegcri-- 
cal difcourfe, the womb of water plainly an- 
swers to the mother s womb \ and fo, thefe 
cannot fignify one, and the fame thing, 
without deftroying the allegory ^ and lofing 
the vi\io\t fpirit of the difcourfe. There- 
fore, when Clemens fpsaks of Chriftians be- 
ing begotten^ or born, of the womb of wa^ 
ter-y he muft intend fomething clfe, than 
the natural generation of man j and what 

can 

[h] Strom, lib. 4. [r] Job. i. 21. 
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can that be, but baptifm ? that generation 
Jpiritual^ which fucceedcd the generation 
natural. And what . muft that generation 
be, which fucceeded another ; but a regene^ 
ration ? — Befides, there are other paflages 
in Clemens^ which may be feen in Dr. fFal/^ 
[d] where he fpeaks oi baptifm under the no- 
tion of regeneration. Thus, e.g^ he fpeaks 
of Chrifthimfclf htmg regenerated^ in dif- 
courfing of his baptifm [^]. This may per- 
haps feem a very odd notion ; but Cyprian 
alfo fays [yj, ** the mafter himfelf fubmit- 
*• ted to be baptized by his fervant; and 
i^, who was to confer upon us the re- 

i^ffion of fins, vouchfafed to be wa(hed 
** in the laver of regeneration.** All which 
agrees with Tertullian'^ faying before, <* We 
** are born in the water like little fifties, af- 
** ter the example of, or conformably unto, 
*' Jefus Chrift." [gl And in what other 
fcnfe could Chrift be faid to be born in the 
"water^ or regenerated 5 but with a reference 
to his baptifm? 

It was obferved [/&], " a like notion Ter-- 
-*' tuliian mentions [/], as maintained by the 
** heathens^ no doubt long before the time of 
" Irena^us!' Upon this, fays the DoSior^ p. 
16. *' To have recourfe to heathens^ to af- 
*^ certain the name of chriftian baptifm, is 

** monfl:rous.** 

'd] Defence. Appendix, p. 7. 

/] Pasdagog. lib. i. c 6 [/] De Bono Patientis. 

^] Secundum \x^m noftrum Jefum Chrillum. 

lj\ P«do-bap. pf. 79. [/] De baptifmo. 
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" monftrous." But, where is the urondcr, 
if perfons, juft converted from Paganifm^ 
did not immediately change their language 
with their religion, but dill retained fome 
of their old terms, (if not their tenets) and 
applied them to the Chriftian myjieriest 
Priejls^ facrijices^ altars^ &c. are words ve- 
ry familiar with the antient writers, when 
they fpeik e. g. of the other Sacrament of 
the Lord"^ Sut-^er. — If the Doctor had as 
much of a dijpofition^ as he had reafon to 
retradl, vvh.t he faid ..bout the cu torn men- 
tioned by Barnabas^ of giving milk and bo^^ 
ney to perlons jull baptized ; he would at 
leait have dropped that matter. For, as 
this ceremony was ufed by the antients in 
token of fuch perfons being new-born i [/&] 
it is plain, they confidercd baptifm as a 
new'birtby and a kind, or way of regenera- 
tion. It is therefore perfed trifling, to in- 
fert, " that the words regeneration^ and re» 
generated, are neither of them mentioned 
by Bar?2abas 'y'' nor can it anfwer any 
other end, but to difcover, how well fome 
perfons are fkilled in the ingenious art of 
equivocation or evafion. The queftion is 
not, whether Barnabas ufeth thofe words > 
but, whether in Irenaus's time it had ob- 
tained among the antients to ufe them for 
baptized, and baptifm. Now, if fo much 
earlier than IrenceuSy as the time of Bar^ 

nabas^ 

[^] Sec Pacdobap. p. 80. 
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na^as, the notion of baptifmal regeneration 
obtained among the antients j does not this 
over-throw the foundation of the Doctor's 
hypothefis? He had better fuppofe with 
VoJJius [/], that the words of Barnabas have 
no reference to the antient cuftom aforefaid : 
and fo withdraw his former plea for the 
high antiquity of that cuftom [m] ; if he 
can prevail with himfelf to retraSl any 
thing. But even this will not help him 
much ; fince the faid cuftom of giving milk 
and honey to new- baptized perfons, is men- 
tioned by fome of Irenaus\ cotemporaries, 
particularly, Tertullian [«], and Clemens A- 
lexandrinus \o\ 

Irenaus was alfo cited for this pajflage [^], 
'* giving the power oi regeneration unto God, 
" to his difciples, he faid unto them, Go^ 
^* and teach all nations^ baptizing them in the 
" name of the Father^ &c." [q]. *' By which 
'power or commiflion (fays the DoBor^ p. 
1 6.) is meant not the commiflion of bap- 
tizing, Gff." Aftoniftiing! he might as 
well fay, with equal modefty and truth, 
that baptizing is not in their commiflion 
at all. But fince it is a part of their com- 
miflion^ it muft be one branch of their 
power of regenerating perfqps unto God, ac- 
cording to Irenaus. — It was alfo obferved, [r] 
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>] De Corona milit. [0] Pxdagog; lib. i. 

(/] Lib. 3. c. 19. [qr] Pscdo-hap. p. 81. 



J 



( 32 ) 

" that Irendtus mentions by natae the 
" baptifm of regeneration unto God'* [j] 
Here the Dodlor only repeats (p, 17.) Dr. 
Gtf/^'s quibbles \t\ which have been fuffici- 
ently obviated before, by obferving, that wc 
do not take baptifm and regeneration to be 
identically the fame thing; but that, ac- 
cording to the fenfe of the antients, the latter 
has a reference to the former, as the way 
and mean of regeneration. It is evidently 
thus, that Irenaus explains himfelf [«], when 
he expreffes the fame thing by the hver of 
regeneration^ and regeneration by the lover. 
Says Dr. Wall [w\ " Mr. Gale comes here 
** again with his quiddity ; and fays, rege- 
** neration, which is by the lavcr, is different 
^^ from the laver ; not minding that the force 
** of his objedion is equally taken oflf by 
** it's fo accompanying the laver, as never 
" to be without it in the fenfe of the an- 
" tients." — And yet this is one of the two 
places, to which Dr. Gill refers, as where 
** Irenaus ufes the word regeneration in a 
** different fenfe from baptifm :" he fhould 
have faid, without any reference to baptifm ; 
if he would have fpoke to the purpofe. In 
the other pafTage [at], (where the fenfe is 
obferved to be imperfed. [jy]) Irenceus hints, 
^ that a man cannot leave the generation of 

" death, 

[j] Lib. I. c. 18. M Reflexions, p. 487. 

[«] Lib. 5. cap. 1 5. [11;] Defence, 343. 
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^"^ death, but by a new generation'' Now, 
this is fo far from contradidting the fenfe of 
the word, regeneration^ for which we con- 
tend, as that it really confirms it. For, 
we have here generation fucceeding generati- 
vn^ as Clemens Alexandrinus fpeaks, with 
an eye to Chriftians being begotten of tbe 
nvomb of water : which, as we have (hewed 
before, fignifies baptifm. And TertuUian 
[z] calls baptifm *^ the blefled facrament of 
*^ water, becaufe, the fins of our forinet 
** blindnefs being wafhed away, we are de- 
" livcred unto life eternal^ Here then we 
have the new generation^ whereby a nfian 
is delivered from the generation of death ; 
as mentioned by Irencem. *Ti8 true; he 
reprefcnts the thing as cfFc(5ted by the pow- 
er of God : but ftill his account iscorififtent 
with the notion of baptifm^ as being refer- 
red to by him. For (to mention that once 
for all) the antients diftinguiAied between 
the inftrumental and efficient caufe of rege- 
neration ; and fo, betwixt the material and 
the fpiritual part of baptifm [a]. ** Rege- 
** neration is by the water, and the fpirit, 
** even as all generation. For tbe Jpirit of 
** God moved upon the face of the deep \b]. 
" And for this reafon our Saviour was bap- 
** tized, not that he needed baptifm, but 

F " that 
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' that he might fan£tify all water to the 
regenerated. Hereby we arc purified not 
only in body^ but in Jbul^ &c. — ^For, iafi- 
^^ tifm is by water^ and by tbefpiritJ' Agree- 
ably to this account, Clemens Alexandrinus 
reprefents Chriftians as pure in body^ and 
holy in foul^ when he fpeaks of Goifs beget* 
ting them of the womb of water : as we 
have feen before. Now, all this confirms 
the notion, that in the time of Irenaeus^ it 
did obtain among the antients, to ufe the 
words regenerated^ and regeneration^ for 
baptized^ and baptifm. 

But to return to the firft quotation from 
IrenauSy upon which the chief flrefs is laid 
in the prefent controverfy. Says Dr. G/V/, 
(who is as capable of faying very furpriz- 
ing things, as moft men) [^] ** Irenaus — 
" moft clearly ufes it (viz. the word, regene^ 
** ration) in another fenfe in this very paf- 
*^ fage J fince he fays, Chrift came to favc 
" all, who by hint are born again unto God, 
*^ who arc regenerated by Chrift, and not 
*^ by baptifm ; and which is explained both 
*^ before and after by \\\sjanclifying all forts 
*^ of perfons, infants, litde ones, young men, 
^* and old men ; which cannot be under- 
" ftood of his baptizing them, for he bap- 
** tized none, &c'* Moft admirable rea- 
foning ! as if Chrift might not be properly 
faid to do tbat^ which is done by the virtue 

and 
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and influence of his ordinances^ and ap- 
pointments! [d] Thus, what is done by 
baptifm, may be faid to be done by Chrift 
himfelf. As for his fanStifying all forts of 
perfons, &c. this aUb (if, as the Dodor 
fuppofes, it relates to the fame thing,) cor- 
refponds with the nature, and deiign of bap- 
tifm, as a facred rite of dedication^ or con- 
fecration, to the fervice of God ^ which is 
a proper notion of fandtifying perfons^ and 
things. Accordingly, the Apoftle makes 
mention of Chrift s fandlifying his church 
by the wajhing of water ^ &c. \e\. And 
the antient chriftian writers often fpeak of 
baptifm by the name oi fandliJication\f^ 
But, it is the Dodlor's misfortune to con- 
found the antient, ecclejiajiicalj with the 
modern, fyftematical fenfe of words. ■ 
He goes on in his own way thus: " And I 
" fay it again, to underftand Irenaus as 
" fpeaking of baptifm, is to make him 
" fpeak what is abfolutely falfe; that Chrift 
came to fave all^ and only fuch, who are 
baptized unto God, &cJ* Well ! and 
what if Irenaus was not more infallible in 
points of dodtrine than the reft of his bre^ 
threny called Fathers ? Here the good Doc- 
tor breaks forth into declamation, and ex- 
preffes an extraordinary concern for the re- 

F 2 putation 

[^] Joh. iv. 1, 2. 
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putation of this good old Father [g]. But it 
is no breach of charity to fay, it is all gri^ 
mace. For, why (hould he be fo very fo- 
licitous to advance the character of Irenaus; 
fo much above many other of the good old 
Fathers^ who held the necejpty, and efficacy^ 
of baptifm to falvation as ftrongly, as Irenc^^ 
us can be fuppofed to do upon our hypothec 
fis? No, no; take my word for it, it is a 
zeal, a flaming, though difguifed zeal for 
his own Jy/lem^ fo nearly inierefted in the 
cafe, that has infpired him upon this occafi* 
on with fuch a mighty regard for the rules 
of honour^ JHftice^ truth^ and charity, (tho* 
taken out of that fphere of attraSlion^ I 
make no queftion, but the Do(Sor is a very 
worthy Gentleman). However, he feems 
to have taken a falfe alarm, from his own 
miftaking the fenfe of Ircftaus. He fays, 
'* to underftand Irenaus as fpeakingof bap- 
** tim, is to make him fpeak what is abfo- 
'' lutely falfe 5 that Cbrift came to fave all^ 
" and only fuch, Cft:/' Now, it happens, 
that the exclufive word, only^ is an addition 
of the Dodlor's ; who would call this, ma^ 
nagement^ in another. And then, as for 
the word, all^ it does not ftridlly refer to 
individuals^ but to all forts of perfons^ (to ufe 
the Dodor's phrafe, p. 1 7.) that is, perfons 
of all ages, infants^ little oneSy young men^ 
and old men 5 as Irenaus himfelf explains 

it. 
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U.^^It was obfervcd [A], that Chrift fpeak« 
the fame kind of language, that we foppofe 
Irenaus to fpeak, fo far as reUtes to bap- 
tifm [/]• And his words plainly include 
this propofition, " He^ that is baptized^ 
^^ fl^allbe favedr But this ^ jr^/iJ?/ difpleafcs 
the Do£tor : he calls it mean and Jiupidi a 
plain iign it pricked him : but, he (hould 
have (hewed, wherein it fails ; inftead of 
which, he has only involved himfelf in 
frefli difficulties. He fays of Chrift's words, 
*^ they need no qualifying fenfe 5 the mean^ 
*' ing is plain and eafy; that every bap- 
*Mized believer fhalfbe faved, and leave 
" no room to fuggcft, that unbaptized be- 
" lie vers, (hall not." But do not the words 
of Chrift as much fuggeft this, as the words 
of Irenaus, according to the fenfe, we put 
upon them? Let the Dodtor lend us his 
hand, to flip in the exclufive word, (only) 
here, as he did in the other cafe ; and the 
thing is plain to be feen by every body. 
Befides, his afTertion, that every baptized 
believer Jhall befavej^ (which he lays down, 
as the plain and eajy meaning of our Sa- 
yiour^s words) muft be underftood with 
feme reJlriSlion^ by his own account. For, 
Simon Magus he gives up for loft. And 
yet was he a baptized believer ; for the fa- 
crcd hiftory fays exprefsly [>&], that '* Si- 
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'< MM hitnfelf alfb believed^ and was iap- 
** tized.'* Such inconfiftencies w'lll men 
fall into, when their prejudices, and paf- 
fions, get the better of their reafon ! Here 
one might return the Doctor fome of his 
fine rhetoric, and fay, " what a wretched 
*< caufe mull the caufe of jintipado-bap-^ 
*^ tijm be, which requires fuch managing 
" (I add fuch blundering too) as this, to 
" maintain it ?" I fay, what a wretched 
caufe mufl this be, which is attended with 
fuch a complication of ignorance, fraud, 
and diffimulation ? 

The pafiage cited from Clemens Alexan^ 
. drinus [/], where he makes mention of an 
Apoftle drawing children out of the water [w], 
yet fticks in the Dodlor's teeth \ he chews it, 
and criticifes upon it, but can make nothing 
of it, after ail, without ahering the text up- 
on his own authority. ** However, (fays 
" he, p. 2iOif thisinftance is continued to 
" be urged, I hope it will be allowed, that 
" baptifm in thofe early times (he might 
" have added in thofe warm climates) wa§ 
" performed by immerfion." Thus, what 
he lofcs one way, he hopes to gain in an- 
other ; nor ought we to grudge him fo fmaU 
an advantage after his other iofles. Let us 
then compromife the matter with him, and 
allow, that Infants were not the only jub^ 
jeSis of baptifm i provided he will grant, 

that 
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that immerfTon was not the only fnode o( 
baptifm, in thofe early times. For neither 
iide can pretend to more from this particu- 
lar in (lance. But^ the Dodor feems to have 
forgot one thing, viz. that Chrift made 
his Apoftles fi/hers of men [«] ; and why 
not of children ? particularly thofe under 
their parent's command ; unlefs, when the 
parents were received into the chriftian 
church, their children were to be of ano- 
tber, or of no church. Befides, it muft 
not be forgot, that Tertullian compares bap- 
tized perfons to little Jijhes ; whi^ch confirms 
the notion that Clemens alludes to the bap- 
tifm of children. This may fatisfy the 
Do6lor without his infilling upon any fur* 
ther account of the matter. But, '* that be 
*' (hould believe, that Infant-baptifm is here 
" referred to j" this, to be fure, is more 
than can be expeded from a man of his 
temperate brain, cool imagination, and un- 
P^^JMf^^ mind ! However, to infer from 
fucb lame prenaifTes, as he has laid down 
for the two fir ft centuries, that Infant-bap- 
tifm muft be an innovation 5 (p. 21.) is ve- 
ry extraordinary. It is amazing to think, 
that any man of charader could propofe fuel) 
forced, and unfair conftru6tions, as he has 
put upon many paftages, that have occurred 
in the courfe of this debate. But^ that he 
fliould lay any firefi on them, and pertend 

to 
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to draw A conclufion, fucb a conclufion frorfi 
them: this furpaffcs all wonder! On thef 
other hand, let the impartial reader review 
the inconteftable evidence, that has been 
produced, that in lrenaus'% time, the an- 
tients ufed the word regeneration^ fo as to 
connote baptifm. thereby ) and his teftimony 
alone is a fufHcient proof of Infant-baptifin 
in that age. Befides, the remarkable tefti- ^ 
mony that was bore to the univerfal, and 
immemorial pradlice of Infant-baptifm, in 
the Pelagian controverfy, when a much 
greater number of primitive writers were 
extant ; is fuch a corroborating circumftance 
as furnishes us with an unanfwerable argu-^ 
ment for it's antiquity. But if, notwith- 
ilanding this, any one will conclude that 
Injant-baptifm is an innovation, \ becaufe 
there is no more faid of it in this period : 
we may fay with Dr. Wall\o\\ "what 
** then will become of Antipcedo^baptifm^ 
** which does not appear to have been prac- 
*• tifcd 'till after the middle of the eleventh 
** century ?" Proceed we now to 

T^e third century. 

" At the beginning of which Tertullian 
*^ lived \' according to the Dodor, p. 22. 
And if, as he pretends, Tertullian is the 
firft perfon, that ever mentioned Infant-bap- 

2 tifm ; 
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tifiii } he muft alfo be the fir ft perfon, that 
tver fpoke againjl it. Therefore, by the 
Doctor's confeffion, there is no evidence for 
' jlnttpado'haptifm in the two firft centuries. 
Thus, his own argument turns againft him* 
But, it daps not appear, that Tertullian did 
fo fpcak againft Infant-baptrfm, as abfolute" 
iy to oppofe it ; on the contrary, he allowed 
oif it in cafes of neceffity [p\. And though the 
Doctor would make nonfenfc (p. 23.) of that 
exceptive claufe 5 *' what neceffity is there, 
if it be not however necejfary ;*' the turn of 
expreffion is very agreeable to Tertullian^ 
ftile and manner. ' For, the like exception 
he makes about hay-meri^ adminiftring bap- 
tifm, which he allows of only in cafes of 
neceffity [y]- He fays [r], " If thou haft 
•* the right of priefthood in thyfelf ; thou 
" mayft have it when (or where) it is tie- 
** ceffaryy But then he alfo obferves [i], 
" No neceffity may be excufed, which may 
" be no neceffity." Is there not as muqh 
jionfenfe.in this^ as in the other claufe? and 
does it not imply the fame fentiment that is 
there expreffed, vix. that it is not neceffary, 
except in cafes of (real) neceffity.— Befides, 
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this 18 the oldejl reading wc know of j and 
Rfgaltiusj who firft dropt it, is not always 
the happieft critic [/] : but fometimes aher- 
cd the reading for the worfe. And though 
the AntipadO'baptiJis caub at his needlefs 
corredlion here, (for, I hope we (hall now 
hear no more of the pretended nonfenfe^ 
and impertinence of the reading) Rigaltius is 
defertcd, and the older reading of Gaignceus 
is preferred, not only by Pamelius^ but others, 
[u] It is a further confirmation of the ge^ 
nuinenefs of this reading, that Tertuilian [w] 
afFcrts the necejjity of baptifm to falvation, 
from thofe words of Chrift, Except any one 
be born of water ^ &c. \yo\ And though he 
fays, " true faith is fecure of falvation," as 
the Dodlor obferves ; (p. 24.) this does not 
deftroy his other affertion : however diffi- 
cult it may feem to reconcile them [x]; 
nor can the difficulty reach the cafe of In- 
fants, unlefs the Dodtor will fuppofe them 
to have true faith, — It was obfcrved \^y\ 
that the words of Tertuilian^ in what he lays 
of Infant- baptifm, imply, that it was adlu- 
ally praBifedxn his time. But this the Doc- 
tor denies; (p. 23.) and fays, " Tertuilian 
*^ might fay all that he does, though as yet 
[^ not one Infant had ever been baptized, 

>] See WalPs Hift. P. i. ch. 4. S. 8. 

>] Vid. De la Cerda in loc. 

w] De baptifmo. 
[at] Sec Waifs Hift. ibid. Scft. 7. 
[yi] Paedobap. p. 71, 
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*' Gfr/' Now, what a flrong imagination 
may poflibly do in this cafe, I cannot fay. 
One may indeed, by the help of a lively 
fancy, fuppofe, that Tertullian was prefent 
upon the fpot, when the firft child^ (as well 
as the firft Virgin^ and the firft Widow^ was 
converted from Paganifmj for he advifes 
the delay of baptifm in all thefe ; and, as 
himfelf fays, for equal reafon [z\) came to 
be baptized ; and that he delivered his dif- 
courfe about baptifm on that occafion. Thi3 
IS the imaginary fenfe, which the Dodlor 
paints before his reader's eyes, by the cafe 
he fuppofes. But, can any man of cooi 
thought and refledion conceive, that Ter^ 
tulliah (as mad a Montanift as he became af- 
terwards) would fit him down to write a 
book^ or in a book deliver a grave dilcourfe 
about a non^entity ? a thing that was not ! 
— Befides, there is fome reafon to inter- 
pret his words of Infants of Infidels^ though 
he makes no diftinftion y becaufe, he is dif-r 
courfing of new converts from heathenifm. 
And he not only fays, that the children of 
believers are holy, as they are deigned for 
holinejs ; but that holinefs he explains of 
baptifm \a\ Now, if fuch children could 
not be admitted to baptifm without previ- 
ous inftfUiSion ; where wa§ their preroga- 
tive^ tertullian fpcaks of, above the chil-» 
dren of Heathens ? Nor is this coatradided 
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rx Ls £^^, J* M*n arc not barn, but 
*- yrji^ .ri-r:Viim:" [^]bccaufc baptifm is ^ 
cciT cr 7s^cr.gr chrilluDS ; a mean of their 
rr^rtL^i^zcm^ sccocding to TertuIHan : an4 
tbu?^ thcT are not fern, but bom again^ or 
iTdcc, ChriiUinSw So, wheD be fays, Jiant 
Crr: rism^ aan Ctr:)}um nop potuerint, &c. 
ki th^m be madr Ctri/ium^ 5cc. his mean- 
irg pLinly h, kt item be baptized. 

It was obferved [r], that TertulUan does 
not mention Infant-baptifm among the tru* 
irn'tten cuftoms in a book, whSdi was 
wrote after his book of baptifm^ wbsc wc 
have difcovered plain evidence of the frac* 
tice of baptizing Infants. From whence it 
is is inferred, ti.at he looked upon Infant- 
baptifm as a ^written cujiotu^ &cc. But the 
Do<5tor*s account of the matter is, (p. 24.) 
that ** as yet no fuch cuftom had obtained, 
** Gfr." agreeably enough to his ovi'n hypo- 
thcfis, but contrary to faft, in our humble 
opinion. And perhaps his brethren will 
not thank him, for making the Jlntipcedo^ 
baptijis or Non-paedo-baptifts, the authors of 
all thofe innovations in religion, mentioned 
by TertulUan there [/], as they muft be up- 
on the Dodor's fuppofition : iho' at ether 
times M, thefe confident writers can re- 
prelent Infant-baptifm as the leading miC^ 

chievous 
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lehlcvous caufc of thcfc very corruptions, 
9nd what introduced them into the Churchy 
Concerning Origen j the DoAor takes a 
great deal of pains, (p. 25, Gfr.) to prove 
what no body denies, viz, that his works 
are interpolated in the Latin tranflationsj 
though the charge feems to be too much ex- 
aggerated [/] : and what is quoted from 
Ru^nus^s peroration, at the end of histranf- 
lation of Origen on the epiftie to the Ra^ 
manSy ** was not meant by him for any fe^ 
^* rious account of what he had done in that 
** work ; but for a jeer on St. 'Jerome^ &c'* 
as Dr. Wall obfervcs \g\. So that " the 
*' quotation from Marjkall [A], is ftill good 
*^jor Jomething" But the DoSor having 
made the moft of thefe interpolations, (and 
perhaps more, than the matter will well 
bear) very gravely asks, (p. 27.) *' and 
** now, where's his probability^ and moral 
^* certainty^ that there are no additions, and 
" interpolations in Origen ?" No additions, 
and interpolations ! Bat who faid fo ? This 
is grofs mifreprefentation. The words, here 
referred to, were fpokcn of the particular 
pafTages in queftion. And that they could 
be no interpolations of Ruffinus% was 
proved by fcveral arguments [/]. (l.) ** Ruf- 
^^ Jinui could have no temptation, or occafi- 

"on, 
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'* on, to coin any paflages for him to that 
^< purpofe, iince it was never made any part 
" of Origen^s accufaiions, that he was a- 
«* gainft Infant -baptifm/* [k] (2.) It is ab- 
furd to fuppofe^ and ridiculous to fuggeft^ 
that Ruffinus would coin any fuch paflages 
for Origin^ as imported that original ^n was 
the ground and reafon of Infant-baptifm, di-* 
redlly contrary to his own private opinion ; 
as Ruffinm was inclined to the Pelagians^ ac- 
cording to the doftor's quotation from Vof- 
Jkii [/]. If then it was not unlucky for his 
hypothecs, that he darted fuch a notion iu 
his reader's way ; he muft be one of the 
luckieji men alive. But, fays he, *' it is 
" liicky on my fide, that Vo/fius a Padobap^ 
•• ttji fhould fuggeft, that this palTage is in- 
" tcrpolated, &c.*' Now here, I fufpedt, 
the Dodor's good fortune fails him : for, 
Vojjiui feems not to fuggeft any fuch thing. 
The words, referred to (as I fuppofe) arp 
thefe [w] ; (fpeaking of Original Sin as the 
ground of Infant- baptifm) " Origen truly 
** has mentioned it, in his eighth Homily 
** on LeviticuSy and he, whofe authority 
** fhould be of greater weight in this part^ 
*' becaufe of On'gen's books being interpo- 
'' lated by Ruffinusr Now, if VoJJius fup- 

pofed, 

'k] See MarJhairsCy pnzn, P. i. p. 120. Notes. 
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( 47 ) 

pofed, that the paffage itfclf was an intcf- 
polation ; how could he refer to it as Ori'^ 
geris ? But it is not worth one's while to 
contend about this point ; as the private opi- 
nion of a particular perfon is of little con« 
fequence either way. (3.) Jerome and Ruf-^ 
JinuSy though at great difference among them- 
felves, perfedly agreed in giving the fame 
fenfe of Origen upon the point, in their La^ 
tin tranflations. The Dodlor fays, (p. 26.) 
" the paffage in Jerome^s tranflation of Ori^ 
** gen's homilies on Luke^ fpeaks indeed of 
** the baptifm of Infants, and the neceffity 
** of it, (he (hould have added, for cleanfing 
^^ from original fin) but not a word of it's 
** being a cuftom of the church, and an 
** apoltolical tradition." — However, it fpeaks 
of Infant- baptifm as the practice of the 
church 5 and founds it upon the words of 
Chrift, Except any one he born of 'water ^ &c. 
which is, in effed;, the fame as making 
it an apoftolical tradition, or inftitution. 
Therefore, thefe parti of the Latin tranfla- 
tions of Origen may well pafs for genuine^ 
and confequently be admitted an evidence in 
any courts fit to ivy fuch a caufe, and where 
queflions oi faB are determined by fuch 
moral proof, as the nature of the cafe ad- 
mits. But, if the Dodtor is for proceeding 
by the civil forms of judicature in deciding 
the point of Infant-baptifm ^ this rule will 
do him little fervice upon the whole 3 when 

it 
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it (hall be remembercdy that parents cari 
contrail for their children in civil affairs. 
—Q/prian^ a cotemporary of Or/^M, fpeaks 
the fame language with thefe Laiin tran£^ 
lations of his books, fo as to fuggeft^ that 
Original Sin is a ground of Infant-baptiiin ; 
and if he does not exprelsly fay, that it was 
a cujlom of the churchy or an apofiolical tra- 
dition^ the nature of his difcourfe im^€$^ 
and fuppofes it \n\ Nor had he any occa- 
fion to refer to Origen^ ^faying tbefetbingt ^ 
becaufe they were no matter of debate in 
his time ; a plain fign that Origen, as bts 
fenfe is given by his Latin tranflators, fpeaks 
the common fentiments of that age. As 
little neceffity was there for Aujlin^ if *' he 
•* made a blufter about Infant baptifm being 
*' an apoJioHcal tradition," (though it was 
not the thing itfelf, but the reafon of it, 
that came into queftion [o]) to appeal to Ori- 
gen's tejiimony of it ; and for the fame reafon 
alfo. But, how does the Doctor's infinu^ 
ation^ (p, 28.) that there was no fuch 
teftimony in AujUris time, agree with his 
former fuggeftion [/>], that Aiijiin might 
take up his notion {viz. " that Infant- bap-* 
*^ tifm was an antient and conflant ufage of 
** the church, and an apofiolical tradition) 
** from the Latin tranflations of Origen by 
" Jerome and Ruffinus ?" 

' 2 JDr. 

[«] See Paedobap. p. 63. 

[0] Argum. from Ap. trad. p. 20. {fl Ibid. p. 26. 
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I3r. (jtll having faid [q], ((peaking of the 
Greek of Origen) " that many things may 
*^ be obferved froni thence in favour of 
'•* adult-baptifm :" foniebody hid the cou- 
fagc to tell hini [r], the afferiion waseithei: 
falfe^ or impertinent: the latter, if it was 
hot meant exclujlvely of Infant-baptifm ; 
dnd the former, if this ivai the Dodor's 
meaning ; and he was challenged to makd 
good his affertion. This Vlras a bold ftroke ; 
And if it was a Wtilcjkart upon the Dodor, 
he fliould make feme allowance to the au- 
thor, as a junior^ (fuch as the Dodlor takes 
him to be, p. 15.) confidering the manners 
oi youth \f\ : efpecially as it becomes them 
to imitate their fenidrs ; and the Dodlor 
(who by his way of /peaking feems to have an 
ihdifputable claim to that charader) muft 
know, who is the perfon, that firft heSlored 
tnojl manfully upon this occafion, by giving 
out words of defiance [/]. But, the good 
Dodtor is highly affronted, (though, as 
Plato fays [«], No man Jhould be offended at 
the truth) and, as revenge is fwcet, he gra- 
tifies his fpleen in fo mean a manner, aj 
himfelf thought ftood in nded of an apolo- 
gy, (p. 28.)' He knows well enough, fd 
much has been faid in this argument on 

H both 

tq^ Ibid. p. 17. [r] Paedobap. p. 66. 

[ij *AoTi/txo/^6y g/^t, fjLctKXov J'i (piKoViKoi. Arift. Rhj 
lib. 2. cap. 12. It] SeePxdobap. p. 49. 

Jttb. lib. 5, 
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ifoth fides the queftion, that noone^ icnidt 
or junior, can now write upon the fubjedt 
with any propriety, without recurring to 
many tejiimomes^ already alledged by Dr. 
Wall^ and others. But, if by taking quotas 
tionfat fecond band, (which he imputes to 
the writer, he is oppofing, and abujing) the 
DoSor means, taking them upon truft alto* 
gether, without having recourfe to the ^r/- 
ginal authors ; I can aflure him upon very 
good grounds, that he unhappily trefpafTcj 
at once upon the laws oi candour and truth. 
Befides, what is all this to the purpofe of the 
argument ^ if the pafTages produced from! 
the antients are truly and properly alledg- 
ed ? But to be fure, the Dodbr cannot be 
impertinent I However, he cannot but be 
confcious to himfelf of one thing, viz. that he 
has repeated many things, that were faid 
before by Dr. Gale, and others. What then ? 
fliall we fuppofe, or injinuate, that he has 
not examined with his own eyes both Greek 
originals, and Latin tranflations? By no 
means ; on the contrary, we will allow that 
he has read them all \ and from hence he 
- will permit us to conclude, that he has 
picked, and culled out the ftrongeft pajfages^ 
he thought to his purpofe. Now, if upon 
enquiry, thefe very paffages (hall prove no^ 
thing to his purpofe ; how fimple muft the 
grave Doftor look, after all thefe big words, 
(p. 28.) " to flop the mouth of this fwag^ 

gering 
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'^ gerhg Hade, whoever he is, Til give hicij 
** an inilance or two out of the Greek of 
Origen^ in favour of adult- baptifm, to the 
exclufion of Infant- baptifm, and a3 manir 
^* feftly againft it/'— This is doing fom«- 
thing : and if the Dodor is as good as his 
word ; he will be the braveft man that ever 
appeared upon the ilage of this controverfy. 
But, though he fays it with champion- like 
jifTurance \ it will prove a mere flourifh 
after alL |ie did well ^' not to infifl upon 
^^ Origeri% interpretation of Mat. xix. 14. 
*^ as not of Infants literally, but metapho-* 
" rically/* For, he muft have read Origen 
%o very little purpofe, if be does not know, 
that in his allegorizing way Origen put a 
^wble fenfe upon the fcripture ; and fo, by 
the^ allegorical^ he did not deflroy the //V^- 
ral fenfe* Therefor* his metaphorical fenfe 
of that text does not dejlrpy the argument 
oi t^^Pado-baptifis from thence, (as is pre- 
tended) becaufe it does not deflroy the /r- 
teral fenfe, upon which their argument is 
founded iw). Befides, it were eafy to make 
reprifals upon the Doiftor, by reminding 
him, that the author, on whom he woulcl 
lay fo much ftrefs, w?:. Tertullian, under- 
iflands St. Paul's words, (i Cor. vji. 14.) 
el/e were your children unclean^ but now are 
{bey holy : in a different fenfe from what the 

H 2 Anti' 

r<zvj See Divine Oracles, p. 69. and 8o* 
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Jntipado-baptijls put upon k [x]. — The 
Doftor proceeds thus: " It is to be obferved, 
•* fays Origen^ that the four Evangelifts 
•* faying, that Jchn confefTcd he came to 
^' baptize in (it might be read, as ufual, 
•' with) water, only Matbew adds, unto re- 
*' pentance ; teaching that he has the profit 
•* of baptifm^ who is baptized of A/j ^«?/i 
•* w/// and choice.*'^ {y\ Now here, it is ac- 
knowledged, we have a defcriptbn of adult-- 
bapfifm^ and an account of the proper qua* 
lifications for it : but not a fiogle word ex^ 
clujhe of Infant-baptifm, or numifeftly a^ 
gainfi it (which is the point the Dodor had 
to prove). For, in like terms the Apoftle 
teaches us [z\ who has the profit of c/r- 
cumcifion ; and will the Dodor pretend that 
the profit of circunicifion is fo tied there- 
by to the adult, as to exclude InfanUciX-^^ 
cumcifion \ But he goes on, (p. 29.) *' and 
** a little after he fays, " the lav6r by the 
^' water is a fymbol of the purification of 
*' the foul, waflied from all the filth of wick* 
" ednefsj neverthelefe, alfo of itfelf it is 
•* the beginning and fountain of divine gifts^ 
** becaufe of the power of the invocation 
** of the adorable Trinity, to him that gives 
^* up himfelfto God^ v^hich laft claufe ex- 
•* eludes Infants, Qc^ — Docs it fo indeed ! 

but 

M See Paedoh^p. p. 72. 

\y\ Oi'ig- Comment, in Joan, pv 124. Edit. Amft. 
f«j Rom, ii. a5[. 
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but how ? juft as the other paflage ^xdudn 
ed Infants ; when neUher there, nor bere^ 
- k the leafl: fyllable^ nor fo much as the 
little word, oniy^ to exclude theni^ without 
fome of the Dodor's legerdemain to flip it 
in here alfo, as he .did upon a former pcca- 
fion. 

If the honefl reader is not yet copvince4 
how qiuch Dr. Gill has trifled with him, ia 
putting hina ofE with fiich pailages as. thefe^ 
after £ach large promifes ^ ht him attend ta 
the following obfervations already made by 
Dr. fTall [a]. *' It is ufual with the Anti- 
^^ paedo-t^ptiH: writers, to coiled: a number 

of thefe fayings, concerning the neceflity. 

of /aitb, &c. as there are thoufands o£ 
•* them. Thofe of the faid writers, wha 
^\ are cautious not to diicover the weakneft 
*' of their plea, pick them out of fuch Fa- 
V^ thera, in wbofe books there is not any 
'^ mention of the caf? of Infants ; and they 
'* would have an unlearned man conclude 
^( fr.om them, that thofe Fathers muft have 
** thought the baptifm of Infants impradti* 
*5 cable, becaufe they do in thofe general fcn- 
•* tences fpeak oifaith^ and repentance, as re- 
** quiiite to "oaptifm. Now, all fuch arguings 
*\ are fhewed to be inconcluiive by this one 
•* obfervation, viz. That thofe Fathers, who 
** were uncontefledly Pado-baptijis, and in 
t^ whofe time the pra£lice is notorioufly 

** known, 

[«] Pcfcncc, p. 399. &c. 
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^ koowD, do, when they fpeak of baptifinf 
^ in general, fpeak in the fame language^ 
'* and in/ifi ufm the fame quah/Scatiom/*--^ 
^* St. Cyprian^ who lived in the I50tb year 
** after the ApofUes, is now well known to 
^ the Antipsedo-baptifts, as one maintaining 
*< the dcdrine of Pado*baptiim ; and yet 
*' he, when he is difcoorfing (rf* iMptifm in 
^ general, has fentenccs coooerning the ne- 
" ceffity of faitb^ repentance^ ice. to bap- 
'' tifm, as pofitive as can be found in any 
f ^ Ether whatfoever. As foi example, E^ 
pift. 75. Ed. Oxon. 

Qui cum Noem. &c. They, who were 
^' with Noab in the ark, obtained no purr 
<' gation or cleanfing by the water, but even' 
^ peri(hed by that flood. So alfb^ vfboewr 
^ they are, that are not with Chrift in the 
church. Will perifli as men oat of it ; un- 
lefe they come with repentance to that 
only falutary facrament of the church, &c. 
Gregory Nyjfen lived in ibofe times and 
** places, when and where the Antipaedo^ 
" baptifts themfclves now do not deny, 
*• that Infant- baptifm was in ufe, viz. more 
" than an hundred years after St. Cyprian. 
He mentions faith and prayer among the 
things, that compleat the facrament of 
baptifm. Or at. Catechet. c. 33. 
*' Ey%^ ^p^^ T^ov ^eovf &c. /. e. Prayer to 

* God^ and the imploring of the heavenly 

* grace^ and the water ^ and faith, are the 

** things^ 
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^' things^ that make up the facrament of re^ 
*^ generation. St. Cyril^ St. Cbryfoftom^ St. 
^* jiujiin himfclf, when they fpeak of bap^ 
*^ tifm in general^ u(b iayings like to thefe. 
*^ Yet we arc fure from other places in their 
^^ books, that they underftood the cafe of 
^^ Infants to be a particiflar, and excepted 
*' cafe J and that they were to be baptized^ 
^^ though they had not at prefent thofe qua- 
*^ lifications ; but that they were by bap- 
•* tifm dedicated to that religion, which 
*^ would teach them, and which, did require 
^^ of them, thefe things, as they grew up, 
^J &cr [a]. 

Where now are the tnJlanceSy which Dr. 
Gill promifed from the Greek of Origen, 
in favour of adult-baptifm, to the exclufion 
of InfanUbaptifm &c.? Or, what has he 
yet done, to Jiop the mouth of the fwagger- 
ing blade, (as he called his antagonift) and 
to take down his mettle ? Here a fair op- 
portunity ofFerSi to rally the Doctor up^ 
on his fuperior acquaintance with originals, 
and tranQations. But^ as he feems to think 
himfclf too roughly handled already, it 
(hall fuffice for the prefent to mention Dr; 
Walh anfwer to Dr. Gale upon a like occa- 
fion [b']. " I have read fo much of them^ 
*^ that I am fure of one of thefe things ; 
'^ that either he has not read them any other 
\^ way than by indexes \ or elfe does not un-^^ 

" derfiand 

[tf] Defence, p. J99. &c. [*] Ihid. p. 335. 
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^^ derflani them ; or clfe againift his cori- 
** fcienct: faces out a fenfe contrary to what 
** A^//*<?iin them/'— ^Biit I moft advertife 
the reader of a certain fallacy. Which lies id 
this phrafe, the Greek of Origen^ and in ap- 
|)ealing to it in oppofition to the Latin cranf^ 
lations of his works. If we had ilow thofe 
Comments of Origen in Greek -^ the Latin 
tranflations whereof, by yeromeznA Ruffinus^ 
are alledged in favour of Infant -baptifm i^ 
^viz. on LeviticuSy Luke, and the Romans) 
and found, that the pafTages, cited from the 
latter, were not in the foriner ; this would 
be a ftrong proof of their being interpolations. 
ftut this is hot the cafe! Therefore, the 
Dodor's way of arguing Jrom the Greek of 
Origen^ againft the faid Latin tranflations, 
proceeds upon this principle, that if Origen 
did not make mention of Infant -baptifnx as 
ian apoftolical tradition, e.g. in his Gom^ 
meats on Matbew and yobn ; he could ndt 
mention it in his Comments on Leviticus^ 
Luke^ and the Romans. A plain inconfe- 
quence ! as if Origen muft always fay the 
fame things in every Comment, or book, 
he wrote. However, Dr. fFall has refer- 
red [c]y to fome paffages in the Greek of 
Origen, very agreeable to what is cited from 
the i>//>/ tranflations ; and though the bap- 
tifm of Infants is not there particularly and 
cxprefsly mentioned, there fcems to be a re- 
i ference 

ff] Ibid. Appendix, p. II. -^13. 
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ference to it, as a thing necejfary for them • 
if Origen fuppofed they had an equal con- 
cern with others in Original Sin ; and a re^ 
furreBion ; for, he reprefents baptifm^ as 
{landing in connexion with thefe things. 
I (hall only add one thing more, viz. that 
in fome of the Latin tranflations of Origen^ 
there are as ftrong defcriptions of adult-bap- 
tifm, as thofe produced by Dr. Gill from 
the Greek of Origen [d]. From whence it 
appears, that his tranjlators did not confi- 
der fuch paflages as exclufive of Infant-bap- 
tifm y fince they alfo mention the latter as 
an apoftolical inftitution. Therefore, for 
any thing the Doctor has faid to prove the 
contrary, *• we have the clear teftimony of 
*^ the great Origen for Infant- baptifm, as 
" pradlifed in his time, and that too under 
** the notion of an apo/iolical tradition. 

** Of Cyprian the Dodor fays, (p. 29.) 
** that he is the firft pleader for it (i. e. In^ 
^^fant-baptifm) that we know of." But he 
widely miftakcs, or grofsly reprefents the 
cafe. For, Cyprian was no pleader for In- 
fant'baptifm, as fuch ; nor had he any oc- 
cafion to plead for it ; becaufe no body had 
any doubt about it, and much lefs oppofed 
it : the only queftion in debate being, (oc- 
cafioned by the doubt of Fidu^^ an African 
bifliop) Whether Infants (hould be baptized 
before the eighth day, according to the time 

I of 

[i\ Vid. Origen. Homil 8. in Exod. Homil 21. in Lac. 
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of cifcumcifion [e]. As for the Dodor's 
pretence, (p. 30.) " that though Infant-bap- 
^* tifm now ^gan to be pradifed, it appears 
'^ to be a novel-bufinefs (and noveUbuJinefs 
" it queftionkfs was^ if it then began to be 
** praSltfed) from the time of it's adminiftra- 
*' tion being undetermined :" the weaknefs 
of this argument was fo fully expofed ^ that 
he is in danger to expofe himfelf by repeat- 
ing it [jTj. The Dodor further urges, that 
'* the exceeding weaknefs of the arguments 
*' then made ufe of for baptizing new-born 
** Infants, of which the prefent Pach-bap- 
** tifts muft be afliamed, (hew that Pado-^ 
" baptifm was then in it's infant fiate** By 
this fort of reafoning one would be lead to 
fufpedt that thofe, who ufe it, are not far 
from lYitixfecond infancy. Why are not the 
jintipado-baptijis alhamed, to confound two 
fuch different^ and diftindl queftions, as. 
Whether new-born infants were to be bap- 
tized ? and, Whether Infants fhould be bap- 
tized at all ? If Cyprian argued weakly for 
the former ; in the name of good fenfe, 
what has this to do with the latter ? There- 
fore, the long citation from Cyprian^ (p. 30. 
— 32.) is mere parade, and nothing to the 
purpole, but only as it fcrved to introduce a 
moft curious remark of the Dodlor's, viz. 
** Every one that compares what Cyprian 
^^ and his collegues fay for Infant- baptifm, 

(here 

[^3 Paedobap. p. 57. [/] See Paedobap. ibii 
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(here he falls again into an ignoratio elenchi\ 
he (hould have faid, for baptizing Infants 
at any time under eight days old) " and 
^' what Tertullian faid againft it as before 
** related, will eafily fee a difference between 
•' them, between Tertullian^ the Antipce^ 
** do'baptijl^ and Cyprian^ the Patdo-baptiji ; 
•* how manly and nervous the one ! how 
•* mean, and weak the other!" — A vcj;y 
good jeft ! When Cyprian neither argtfcd 
for^ nor Tertullian argued againji Infant- 
baptifm, abfolutely^ and as fuch! Here I 
cannot but congratulate the Oefdor upon 
the felicity of \i\%genim^ and/the dexterity 
of his addrefs. Infant-baptifm, according 
to him, muft be a noVeltyJn Cyprian'% time, 
becaufe he is the Jirji fteader for it^ that 
we know of 1 And it f^uft be a novelty, or 
noh-entity^ in Tertullian'^ time, becaufe he 
is the firft, that was ever known to fpeak 
againji it! Howcyer, the Dodlortloth not 
deny, (p. 24.) tllu this^^r^;?^ and nervous 
reafoner " might ^ave fome odd notions, 
" and Angular opinlbns j about which he 
** talked wrong, and weakly :" and it is 
pretty plain, that he had fome odd, and fuper- 
llitious notions of baptifm itfelf. — The Doc- 
tor owns at laft, " that ho doubt was raifed 
" about Infant-baptifm at this time :" which 
utterly fpoils all, he had faid before, of Cypri^ 
an's pleading for it. And this is a clear evi- 
dence, that the practice of baptizing Infants 

1 2 was. 
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was, at leaft, a thing of fome (landing ia 
the cborch, and fo did not then firft begin^ 
as is pretended. But diis, iays the Do^or, 
*^ does not prove it then to be an antient 
** cuftom ; (ince the iaaie obfervation, which 
*^ may be made, would prove Infant- com^ 
*' munion to be equally the (ame." — ^Well : 
fuppofing tbat\ what follows from it? 
(though, perhaps, there may not be the 
£ime ground, to make the obfervation of 
Infant-communion, if nothing relating to it 
was not upon the carpet) The higher it can 
be traced ; fo much the more it makes for 
the antiquity of Infant- baptifm ; none being 
admitted to that ordinance, but thofe that 
were baptized ; as we learn from Jt^in Mar^^ 
tyr [g\ : (who fays not, however, that all^ 
who were baptized, had admittance to it). 
The incidental way of mentioning a particu- 
lar indance of Infant-communion, in Cy^ 
prian [h]^ is an argument that it was not 
xhtjir/i of the kind. And if Infant- com- 
munion itfelf was at that time a thing of 
fome (landing; Infant -baptifm could not 
then be a novelty : as it mull be the older 
of the two. 

The fourth Century. 

Here the Doftor makes the Paedo-bap- 
tifts welcome to the greateft lights of the 

church 

[z\ Apol. 2. [hi Cyprian, De Lapfis. 
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church in this century, as vouchers for In- 
fant- baptifm ; (he fhould have added, as 
praftifed not only in their time^ but under 
the notion of an apojlolical tradition [/]) for, 
fays he, ^p. 33.) ** they have need of them 
•* to enlighten them in this dark affair, &cj' 
Now, this is a mere flafti of fancy, where 
we have a little wit, but no argument Be- 
fides ; he was told [^], (and he does not 
now gainfay it) that '* he has in effcdl given 
** us all the reft : for, he has not been able, 
•' to produce one finglc author in this peri- 
*' od on the other fide of the queflion." 
What a dark affair then muft that be, which 
has no light at all on it's fide ? but clouds 
in/lead^ and ever during dark. In relation 
to the teftimony of Pelagius, that he never 
heard of any Chriftian whatfoever, that * 
denied Infant-baptifm [I] : nothing further 
needs . be faid upon that head, fince about 
this the Dodor will not contend; which is 
fairly giving up the point. But he would 
impute it to the ignorance of Peiagius^ 
without any (hadow of proof J nor has the 
Doftor proved himfelf a more knowmg man, 
by producing any fuch inftances ; which it 
was his bufinefs to have done; and not 
content himfelf with calling Pelagius an arcb 
heretic ; as if giving hiqj a nick-name were 
fufficient to deftroy the weight of his tefti- 
mony ; 

[i] See Psdobap, p. 53. 

|;i]Ibid. [/] Ibid. p. ^4, «ff . 
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mony : an artifice unworthy of a dignified 
Protejiant Divine. Says Dr. Wall [w], « if 
** there had cvjer been any church in any 
** time, or any part of the world, that de- 
" nied Infant-baptifm ; he (i. e. Pelagim) 
** muft have heard of them. For he was a 
'^ learned man ; and had lived in the mod 
** noted churches of £«r^/^, jifia^ and ^- 
"yr/r^7,&c." — What a wild imagination then 
mufl: it be^ to fuppofe, that Infant*baptifm 
was an invention of the third century ! — 
The Dodtor does what he can, (p. 34, &c.) 
to fupport the reafons he had alledged [«], 
to prove, that Auftin ^muft have heard of 
fome that denied Infant-baptifm. But, how 
poorly he acquits himfelf upon this head, 
any judicious reader will eafily perceive, by 
comparing the critical examination of thofe 
reafons \o\ with his lame defence of them. 
Therefore, to avoid prolixity, we (hall 
only make here a few curfory remarks. 
(i.) Tertullian did not contradiSi or op- 
pofe Infant-baptifm in the fame fenfey as 
Dr. Gill and his friends oppofe it : fo that 
there is no arguing from the one cafe, to the 
other. And whatever Dr, Wall thought ; 
the author. Dr. Gill had to do with, did 
not fubfcribe to his opinion, viz. that nei- 
ther Aujliriy nor Pelagim^ had ittn Tertul^ 

2 lian*^ 
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Uan's book of baptifm [p]. And indeed, 
they might both have feen it, and yet have 
faid what they did : the latter^ that he had 
never heard of any Chriftian that denied In- 
fant-baptifm 5 for Tertullian did not abfo^ 
lately deny it ; and xht former^ that Infant- 
baptifm was always adminiftered in the 
church, for original Jin: for Tertullian's 
phrafc, innocens atas^ as Dr. Gill himfelf 
ubderilaRds it, (p. 22.) imports no more 
than the comparatively innocent age of in- 
fants. (2.) In refpedl to the controverted 
canony made in the council of Carthage ; 
the Dodtor had here another convincing 
proof, that his antagonifl: was not a mere 
copier of Dr. IValh^ but, following the di- 
redlion of Pbotius, pointed out a different 
fenfe of the (aid canon. And, after all his 
(huffling, he cannot obfcure, much lefs ex- 
punge, this felf-evident truth, that the ca- 
non relates not to infants at large^ but to 
new-born Infants alone. Therefore, he at- 
tempts to put a fallacy upon his readers, by 
flipping into his conclujion another term^ and 
faying, that Aujiin muft know of fome per- 
fons that denied baptifm to babes. This is 
pure equivocation. For, if Aujiin knew of 
fome, that denied baptifm to newborn In- 
fants, does it therefore follow, that he knew 
of any, that denied baptifm to babes indeji^ 
nitely ? that is, denied Infant- baptifm 5 which 

is 

[p} Ibid, p, 69. 
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is the point the Doftoi was to prove. (3.) 
It was only for argumenfs fake, that his au- 
thox fuppofedj that the perfons, whoafked*the 
queftion, about the reafon of baptizing In* 
&nt8 (becaofe many of theoi die youngs &c.) 
were Cbrjiiam : and it was the Dodlor's 
bufinefs to have proved them to be Chriflians^ 
in order to make the inftance pertinent to 
his purpofe. Bat even this would not an- 
fwer his end ; for, after all, thefe perfons 
might be as good friends to Infant-baptifm^ 
as thofe were good friends to Infant-propa- 
gat ion, who afked the other queftion, men*- 
tioned by St. Aujiin in the fame place, for 
their own information, concerning the rea- 
fon of thofe Infants being horn, that die 
young. (4.) The Doftor is here put to his 
guejfes, and he guefles wrong. For, his fup*- 
pofition of the Pelagians faying, " that the 
*' infants of believers unbaptized enter the 
** kingdom/' is a flat contradidion to what 
St. Aujlin fays of the Pelagians in the very 
paflage referred to [y]. But the Dodtor is 
loth to own himfelf in an errour ; however, 
if he is miftaken, he is not ajhamed of it, 
becaufe it is in good company ; a pretty ex- 
cufe for being lead ajtray. (5.) Sparing, as 
he is, of his conccffions, he is forced to 
acknowledge, that the words quoted by him 
out. of Jerome, are fpoken by way oifuppo-^ 
fition. ** But then (fays he) they fuppofe a 

«< cafe 

[f] See Paedobap. p. £3, 24. 
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•* cafe that bad heen^ &c." Well ; but how 
(Joes that appear ? not merely from Jerme^^ 
fiippofing it : and the DoiSor offers no other 
proof of this contefted faft, but a critic 
upon the word noluerint ; which, after all, 
may iniport no more than a w/^//omiffion 
in refufing to get their children baptized in 
due time ; without implying that they ^- 
nied infant- baptifm. But, let the meaning 
be as the Doftor would have it ; yet ftill, 
as mentioned by Jerome^ it is not a matter 
oifaBi but a bare -fuppofition. Neverthe- 
lefs, the Do(ftor fettles his countenance, and 
gravely fays, (p. 38.) *^ from all thefe /«- 
^^ Jlancei put together, we cannot but con- 
" elude, tliat there were fome perfons, that 
" did oppofe, and rejeSl infent-baptifm in 
** thofe times 1" But, if any one of his pre- 
tended inftances proves any fuch thing, I 
a^m much miftaken. The appeal lies before 
the learned world [r], and let them judge, 
——As to what he lubjoinsfrom Mr. Afor- 
JhalU concerning fome in thofe times that 
queftioned it; Mr. Marjhall does not fay, 
that there were any in thofe times that de^- 
nied and difufed it; for, he tells us, [s] 
" that the fir/i^ that ever made head againft 
** it, or a divijion in the church about it, 
" lived in a much later age." Nor do the 
words of St^Aufiin referred to, imply, that 
^ny perfons in his time denied Infant* 

K ^ bap^ 

[r] Ilud. p. 59. [s] Sermon on Inf. bap. p. 5. 
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baptifm^ or fo much as doubted of it^ but' 
the contrary : for he fays, that even thofe^ 
who contradiBed it in fome fort^ did not 
doubt of it, 'Tistruc, in that difcourfe [f], 
he fets up ^ifiSfitious peribn to argue with 
the Pelagians in their own way ; and then 
aiks them, how they would anfwer fuch a 
Difputant, but from the Scripture : and fo 
he exhorts them alfo to fubmit to Scripture 
authority, and not truft to their own fubtile 
reafonings upon the point in queftion. But 
therefore his faying, ^* Let no one doubt^ 
*^ whether Infants are to be baptized, Gfr.** 
does not imply, that any one did really doubt 
of it ; this was only a wife precaution^ 
which Aufiin thought proper to ufe in a po- 
pular difcourfe concerning baptifm of Infants 
againji the Pelagians ; in order to avoid the 
railing of unneceflary fcruples in the minds 
of the people, and to prevent ihtir fuJpeSling 
that any body did doubt of it. This is the 
plain and obvious fenfe of his words ; nor 
can we put any other conftruftion upon 
them, without making Aujlin contradiB 
himfelf in the fame breath. 

** Aujliny we allow, (fays the Dodor) 
*^ frequently fpeaks of infant- baptifm as an 
*' antient ufage of the church, and as an 
** apoftolical tradition/* Why did he not 
add here, (what he urged upon a former oc- 

cafion 

[/] De Verb. ap. Serm. 14. Nefcio quis, &c. 
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'Cafion [«]) for original fin ? — To the poc- 
tor's queftion then, ^^ What proof does he 
/* give of it ?" I anfwer j he appeals to the 
authority and practice of the univerfal 
church in all pad ages. But, he had no 
occafion to produce teflimonies for Infant -bap- 
tifm itfelf ; bccaufe no one ever denied it; 
no, not the Pelagians themfelves, with 
whom he was deeply engaged, not about 
the fubjeSts^ but the end of baptifm, by 
the Do(3:or*sown confeflion \w\. The Doc- ' 
tor afks 'again, (p. 39.) "Does he produce 
** any higher teftimony than Cyprian V I 
anfwer: for what? For infant-baptifm it- 
fclf, he does not produce the teftimony of 
Cyprian at all ; having no occaGon to do it, 
as was hinted before : but for the reafdn of 
it. So that all, which the Dodlor can con- 
clude from hence, is this^ that the dodtrine 
cf original Jin was a novelty in Cyprians 
time: and if this dodtrine gave rife to /;7- 
fant' baptifm in Cyprian's time, as the Dodlor 
fuggefts, (though we have deplumed him. 
of his infallibility) why was not the one as 
much a novelty as iht other? But, he all a- 
long confounds two different and diftindl 
queftions : for, it is one thing to argue^^r 
Infant-baptifm from original fin j which is 
the cafe, which the Dodlor here fuppofes, 
contrary to faSl \ and another thing to ar- 

K 2 gue 

[«] Argum. from Ap, trad, l^c^ p. 26. 
\jw] Ibid. p. 20. 
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guc for original fin from Infant-^bapttfin : 
which was really the ftate of the queftion 
between St. Auflin^ and his ' opponents. 
Thus Infant- baptifni was a common data^ 
a thing agreed on by both fides.- The 
fame obfervation may be made of Cyprian 
and his collegues : and therefore he had no 
occaiion to urge it, as an apoftolical traditi- 
on: however, what he fays about it, im- 
plies fo much ; as has been remarked be- 
fore. — ^In (hort : Aufiin appeals to Cyprian^ 
and St. Paul^ Rom. v. i8. for one^ and the 
fame thing, viz. original fin^ as the reafon 
of Infant-baptifm : for, as he underflands 
that text of original fin, fo he refers to it as 
exhibiting the ground and reafon of Infant- 
baptifm ; for, according to him, it is by 
haptifm^ that Infants are made partakers of 
the grace of Chrijt [x]. But, obferve ! nei- 
ther was Infant-baptifm, the thing itfelf^ 
nor original fin, as the reafon of it, any 
matter of doubt, or debate ii^ Cyprian^ 
time. This is the very thing, that St. Au- 
fiin hinges upon ; and from hence he draws 
his obfervation, *^ That blefled Cyprian did 
" not make any new decree ; but only pre- 
" ferved the eftablifhedi2i\ih of the church :*' 
[^] that is, with refped: to the reafon of 
baptizing Infants, which fuppofes the thing 

itfelf, 

[jtf] Ep. ad Hieronym. Ep. z8. DeVerb. Apoft. Serm. 14. 

\y\ See Psedobap. p. 42. Nam de origine peccati nulla 
erat qusilio ; et ideo, ex ea re^ unde nulla erat qusellio, 
kc, Aaguftin ibid. 
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itfdf.— — Our worthy Dcnaor fefctois ftdt td 
be aware, that his way of argoteg will con- 
clude too far ; unkfs he is turned zs arch a 
heretic as Pelagius. For, if the tnaifi de* 
fign of St, j^ujlin is to fapport the ^lodlrine 
of original fin by \ht ePabHJhed faith tfthe 
church ; and yet " he producer higher tefti*. 
" mony than C^r/a« :** let the Doflorlook 
^ to the confequence^ if there is any force 
in his way of reafoning^ upon the head of 
vppeals. And here the difficulty, he ftam 
about AuflirCs not appealing to Origin, and 
the argument he would draw from this 
circumftance, to prove that Origen muft 
have been unfairly dealt with, —- returns 
home upon himfelf. For, if any one (hould 
argue, that, bccaufe Auftin never appeals to 
Origen^ nor to any other anticnt writet be- 
fore Cyprian in proof of original fn \ there- 
fore thofe writers mUJi have been unfairly 
dealt Withy and the paffages interpolated^ 
where they fpeak of original fin ; What an* 
fwer would the Dotftor fliape to this argu- 
ment ? Perhaps he would think it fufficient 
to fay, Oyprian\ authority alone, at the head 
of a whole council of biftiops, was of weight 
enough, to decide a queftion of this nature, 
without any other teftimonies. And als for 
Origen^ he lay under fome reproach for his 
heterodox opinions, on which account he 
is cenfured by St. Aujiin himfelf [z\ : and 

there- 

[i;]DeCivitateDei. 13>. e.eap. 23. lib. zi.cap. 17. ^c. 
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therefore this good bifliop of Hippo might 
judge it improper to appeal to his obnoxious 
books for any thing at all. Now, the fame 
anfwer will fcrve our turn; without fur- 
ther animadverting upon the Dodlor's incon^ 
Jijiency^ va formerly fuppofing, that Aufiin 
might take up his notion that Infant-baptifm 
was an apoftolical tradition, from the Jjatin 
tranflations of Jerome and Ruffinus\ and 
now fuggefting, that the paffagcs in Origen 
relating to this point are interpolated fince 
the time of St. Aufiin. Thus the Dodlor 
founders himfelf, and his argument at once. 

The pretence, *' that there is equally as 
full^ and as early evidence of apoftolic 

tradition for Infant-communion^ &c." was 
fhewn to be without foundation \a\ : a little 
further wants to be faid upon that point, 
as the Doiflor has ytt fiated the cafe j and 
it was only to the ftate of the cafe, as he 
had put it, that the reply was made. 

(i.) As to infant ' communion : " it was, 
•* (as the Dodtor fays p. 4o.)inufe beyond 
« all contradidlion," in Cyprian'^ time ; but 
fuch clear evidence has been produced, that 
Infant-baptifm was pradlifed before Cyprian's 
time, as that none can rejedl it, but thofe, 
who have a peculiar faculty of denying 
things plain and vifible. — If St. Aufiin ar- 
gues for Infant-communion from the Scrip- 
ture, as the rule and ftandard of the Chrif 

tian^ 

{al Paedobap, p. 47. — 53, 
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tian, and catholick faith ; he does not tefli- 
fy of ir^ as he does of infant-baptifm^ that 
it was the antient and univerfal pradice of 
the Chriftian church. Whether the Puni^ 
ci Cbrijiiani be the chriftians of Cartbage^ or 
of Africa ; Aufiin fays not (as he was re- 
prefcnted by the Dodlor) that they took it to 
be an antient apoftolic tradition : nor does 
he pofitively fay, that Infant-communion (if 
that was the thing intended, and not the 
particular wo^<f oifpeech ufed concerning the 
Eucbarifl) was fuch a tradition j but only 
fuppofed it J which, as every one muft per- 
ceive, is a more cautious and referved way 
of fpeaking, than he ufes, when he fpeaks 
of infant-baptifm under that notion [^]. 

(2.) The other particulars were taken no- 
tice of in the grofs, as mentioned by St. 
Bajil^ under the notion of unwritten tra- 
ditions. But it was obferved [c\ that In- 
fant-baptifm is not ranked in that number ; 
and confequently, the antients looked upon 
it as having a better foundation in the Scrips 
ture^ than any of thofe other Rites. Now 
here the Dodor rcjoyns, (p. 41.) *' neither 
** are infant-communion, fponfors at bap- 
** tifm, cxorcifm in it, and giving milk and 
** honey at that time, mentioned by Bafil 
«* among them, G?c." — To which the reply 
is, {i.)h^to Infant'communiony the objecti- 
on 

[^] Paedobap. p. 47^—49, 
[rj Ibid. p. 51. 
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on was allowed, and coofidered [d]. (2.) 
Sponfors at baptifm^ in one (hapc or other, 
being a natural circumjiame of Infant-bap- 
tifioA, are prefumed to be an apoftolical ap- 
pointiBeott coBformaUy to the prad:ice of 
the Jewiih church in the like cafe [e^. 
ThetTe. fponfors, among other things, gave 
names to children [f] ; a cuftom transferred 
from the Jewi(h to the Chriftian church. 
(3.) Fornpis ofexorcifm are as antient as the 
Apoftles time ; but exorcifm in baptifm is 
not called an apoftolic tradition^ not an un-' 
written tradition by Au/iin^ to whom the 
Doctor refers [g\ He fpeaks of it indeed, 
as an antient tradition ^ and might properly 
enough appeal to it for the general fenfe of 
the church ; but he does not urge it as of 
apoflotical authority \ fo far as yet appears. 
The fame remark may be made on the paf« 
fages cited from the other antient writers, 
mentioned by the Dodor. (4.) If Bajil 
docs not, yet (which is the fame thing in 
this argument) Tertullian does mention the 

giving 

[J] Paedobap. p. 52. 

'<] — Minoruro vero nomine idem ipfum profitebatur 
praefedlura ipfa, ud in ChriiiisinKmo /u/cef tores minorenni- 
um, feuparvulorum, &c. Se/dem deSynedriis^^c, lib, r. 

lap. 3« . 

[/] Luk. i. 59. Scz. ii. 21. a like cuftom obtained a- 
mong the antient Perfians, of giving names to their chil- 
dren at baptifm. Hyde Relig. Vet. Pcrf. cap. iS, Other 
nations alio made a ceremony of impofing names. Vid. 
Arlftoph. Aves. Poly sen. Stratagem, lib. 6. cap. i. S« 6. 
Lucian. Contemplantes, &:c. 

[g'] Argument from Apoft. trad, p, 32. 
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itving milk and honey to the baptizec) pef- 

foDS among the unwritten cufioms and tra-^ 

'ditions \b\. 

(3.) It was obferved [/], that, " it does 
^* not appear, that the unwritten tl'adition'j 
^* were ever J)ut to the faihc teji of their 
•* Apoftolical authbrity, as Infant-baptiftft 
** was, ahd ftood the trial as it did." 6y 
Vrhich ^as obvioufly meant, it*s obtaining 
the ftrongeji and moft etcprefs teflimony of it's 
immemorial^ and liniverfal ufe in the Chrifti- 
hn churchv even from thofc very perfons, 
that were urged with an arguinent from i^ 
^herefore^ there is little force in the obfer^ 
vation, that the Pelagians Were alfo preflcd 
With an arguthetit from the eoCorciJtrls^ and 
'eifuffiatioris afed in baptifm. For, as thefe 
are hot called apoftotipal tradittoni^ (which 
was not noted before) fo there is no evidencfe 
prociuced, that the Pelagians bor6 the fame 
iejiimom In favour t)F them^ ds they did of 
tnfant-baptifnl. What the Dodtor fays 
there abolit any particular rite, ftanding the 
left of all ages, in r^fpedt of continued ufe^ 
IS not to the pUrpofe j unlefs it were attend- 
ed with d dcclai'atioh of it*s apojlolic dutbo-^ 
rity ; which is not the cafe. 

" l)pon the whole thtn it is clear, thew 
** is no exprefs meniion of Antipddo-baptipn iti 
*^ the two Jirji centuries, no hor any plain 
" hint of it, hor ahy mUnifejl reference to 
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